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I 
PREFACE 
 
 Corporate social responsibility has become a favourite topic of discussion for 
businessmen, academicians, political leaders, social reformers and management 
students in India. 
 
 Opinion about the primary responsibility of business is sharply divided 
between those who believe that ‘business of business is business’ and those who 
believe that the business community as an affluent and capable group within an 
unusually poor society, has a moral obligation to consciously help the needy and 
under-privileged even while going about its business. 
 
 From the social advertisements, and speeches of top managers of some large 
private industrial enterprises in India, it appears that increasingly private sector is 
lending support to the view that as integral part of the larger social system, business 
has an obligation to serve the society as a whole.  
 Some interesting questions that the prevailing context gives rise to are: Are 
managers in Indian industry favourable to corporate social responsibility, 
irrespective of their association with a particular type of corporate ownership and a 
level in management hierarchy? What areas of social effort do they prefer? What 
problems do they find in implementation? How can their social performance be 
improved? Most of the views expressed by different Indian writers on these aspects 
are subjective in character, as they are not based on empirical studies. The present 
study is designed to bridge the gap by providing an objective assessment of the 
attitudes of managers towards these aspects. 
 
 The study is organized into eight chapters. The first chapter, by way of 
introduction describes the context of corporate social responsibility in India, the 
second chapter being the research plan, the relevance of the study and an exhaustive 
survey of literature. The next five chapters provide a conceptual framework  and the 
statistical evaluation of the different areas of social responsibility and 8th chapter  is 
II 
summary, findings and conclusion of the study. Finally in the end, a copy of the 
mailed questionnaire is appended along with the select Bibliography. 
 
 It is a fond hope of the researcher that all executives in private sector 
enterprises, researchers, teachers and students will appreciate this work and 
contribute to the progress in knowledge  
 
 
Date :        (BHARGAV B. JOSHI) 
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CHAPTER – 1 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 SOCIAL RESPONSIBIILTY OF CORPORATE SECTOR 
 
1.1.1 The Evolving Idea Of Social Responsibility 
Corporate social responsibility is the duty a corporation has to create wealth 
by using means that avoid harm to, protect, or enhance societal assets. As we explain 
in the following section, both the practice and the idea have broadened over time, 
though not without considerable resistance by business. Over time the doctrine 
expanded because, first, stakeholder groups gained increasing power to defeat 
antisocial business behavior, and second, the ethical and legal philosophies underlying 
it evolved to support broader action by managers. Today we see a new wave of 
expansion, a wave fashioning new norms and practices of corporate responsibility on 
a global level. 
 
1.1.2 Social Responsibility in Classical Economic Theory 
Throughout history, classical capitalism, which is the basis for the market 
capitalism model in Chapter 1, has been the basic inspiration for business. In the 
classical view, a business is socially responsible if it maximizes profits while 
operating within the law, because an “invisible hand” will direct economic activity to 
serve the good of the whole. 
 
This ideology, derived from Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations, is compelling 
in its simplicity and its resonance with self-interest. In nineteenth century America, it 
was elevated to the status of a commandment. However, the idea that markets harness 
low forms of selfishness and work them into social progress has always attracted 
skeptics. Smith himself had a surprising number of reservations about the market’s 
ability to protect human welfare. Thus, businesses have, in practice and more so over 
time, modified the strict profit-maximizing rule. Today the classical ideology still 
commands the economic landscape, but, as we will see, ethical theories of broader 
responsibility have worn down its prominences. 
 
4 
1.1.3 The Charitable Impulse of the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries 
The idea that corporations had social responsibilities awaited the rise of 
corporations themselves. Meanwhile, the most prominent expression of duty to 
society was the goods deed of charity by owners. 
 
Colonial era businesses were very small. Merchants practiced thrift and 
frugality, which were dominant virtues then, to an extreme. Benjamin Franklin’s 
advice to a business acquaintance reflects the penny-pinching nature of the time: “He 
that kills a breeding sow, destroys all her offspring to the thousandth generation. He 
that murders a crown destroys all that it might have produced, even scores of pounds.” 
Yet charity was a coexisting virtue, and respectability came to business owners who 
gave to churches, orphanages, and poorhouses. In doing this, they exemplified the 
historical lesson that although American commerce is often depicted as a jungle of 
profit maximization, people in it have always been concerned citizens. 
 
In the early nineteenth century, however, companies were not effusive in their 
social actions. Charity by owners continued and grew as great fortunes were made. 
Mostly, entrepreneurs endowed social causes as individuals, not through the 
companies that were the fountainheads of their wealth. One of the earliest was Steven 
Girard, a shipping and banking tycoon. When he died in 1831, the richest person in 
the nation, he made generous charitable bequests in his will, the largest of which was 
$6 million for a school to educate orphaned boys from the first grade through high 
school. This single act changed the climate of education in the United States because 
it came before free public schooling, when a high-school education was still only for 
children of the wealthy.  
  
Following Girard, others donated generously and did so while still living. John 
D. Rockefeller systematically gave away $550 million over his lifetime. Andrew 
Carnegie gave $350 million during his life to social causes, built 2,811 public 
libraries, and donated 7,689 organs to churches. He wrote a famous article entitled 
“The Disgrace of Dying Rich” and argued that it was the duty of man of wealth “to 
consider all surplus revenues…as trust funds which he is called upon to administer.” 
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 However, Carnegie’s philosophy of giving was highly paternalistic. He 
believed that big fortunes should be used for grand purposes such as endowing 
universities and building concert halls like Carnegie Hall. They should not be wasted 
by paying higher wages to workers or giving gifts to poor people; that would dissipate 
riches on small indulgences and would not, in the end, elevate the culture of a society. 
Thus, one day when a friend of Carnegie’s encountered a beggar and gave him a 
quarter, Carnegie admonished the friend that it was one of “the very worst actions of 
his life.” 
  
In this remark, Carnegie echoed the doctrine of social Darwinism, which held 
that charity interfered with the natural evolutionary process in which society shed its 
less fit to make way for the better adapted. Well meaning people who gave to charity 
interfered with the natural law of progress by propping up failed examples of the 
human race. The leading advocate of this astringent doctrine, the English philosopher 
Herbert Spencer, wrote the following heartless passage in a best-selling 1850 book. 
 
It seems hard that a laborer incapacitated by sickness form competing with his 
stronger fellows should have to bear the resulting privations. It seems hard that 
widows and orphans should be left to struggle for life or death. Nevertheless, when 
regarded not separately, but in connection with the interests of universal humanity, 
these harsh fatalities are seen to be full of the highest beneficence-the same 
beneficence which brings to early graves the children of diseased parents and singles 
out the low spirited, the intemperate, and the debilitated as the victims of an epidemic. 
 
 Spencer approved of some charity, though only when it raised the character 
and superiority of the giver. Still, the overall effect of Spencer’s arguments was to 
moderate charity by business leaders and retard the growth of a modern social 
conscience.  
  
More than just faith in markets and social Darwinism constrained business 
from undertaking voluntary social action. Charters granted by states when 
corporations were formed required that profits be disbursed to shareholders. Courts 
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consistently held charitable gifts to be ultra vires, that is, “beyond the law,” because 
charters did not expressly permit then. To use company funds for charity or social 
works took money from the pockets of shareholders and invited lawsuits. Thus, when 
Rockefeller had the humanitarian impulse to build the first medical school in China, 
he paid for it out of his own pocket; not penny came from Standard Oil. Although 
most companies took a negative view of philanthropy, by the 1880s the railroads were 
an exception. They sponsored the Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA) 
movement, which provided decent housing and religious indoctrination for rail 
construction crews. A few companies also built schools and churches in company 
towns. Yet such actions were narrow exceptions to the reality of the 1800s that 
support of even the most worthy causes invited hard-to-win lawsuits. 
  
As the twentieth century approached, classical ideology was still a mountain 
of resistance to expanding the idea of business social responsibility. A poet of that era, 
James Russell Lowell, captured the spirit of the times. 
 
Not a deed would he do 
Not a word would he utter 
Till he’s weighed its relation 
To plain bread and butter. 
 
1.1.4 Social Responsibility in the Late Nineteenth and Early Twentieth 
Centuries 
Philanthropic giving was often unrelated to a company’s impacts on society. 
As such, it was a very narrow kind of social responsibility. When industrialization 
created massive social problems, business was pushed to do more. Many questioned 
the ultimate benevolence of a doctrine as cruel as social Darwinism. Business feared 
calls for more regulation and sought to blunt their urgency. 
  
By the 1920s three interrelated themes emerged to justify broader 
responsibility. First, managers were trustees, that is, agents whose corporate roles put 
them in positions of power over the fate of not just stockholders, but of others such as 
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customers, employees, and communities. This power implied a duty to promote the 
welfare of each group. Second, managers had an obligation to balance these multiple 
interests. They were, in effect, coordinators who reconciled competing claims. And 
third, many managers subscribed to the service principle, a near-spiritual belief that 
individual manages served society by making each business successful; if they all 
prospered, the aggregate effect would eradicate social injustice, poverty, and other 
ills. This belief was only a fancy reincarnation of classical ideology and in itself did 
not broaden the idea of social responsibility. However, many of its adherents 
conceded that although capitalism elevated humanity, companies were still obligated 
to undertake social projects that helped, or “served,” the public. 
 
 Despite their limitations compared with modern thinking, these three 
interrelated ideas-trusteeship, balance, and service-expanded the idea of business 
social responsibility beyond simple charity. Now daily impacts on society had to be 
considered. Giving magnanimously long after the damage was done no longer 
sufficed. Nevertheless, most managers of the day were not diverted from an 
underlying Scrooge-like mentality. 
 
 Railroad car manufacturer George M. Pullman conspicuously displayed the 
service principle, hiring an architect to incorporate the latest principles of science and 
public health in a model community for his employees called Pullman, Illinois. 
Pullman was lauded for bringing blissful living to workers, but his actions soon 
revealed that he saw the town as a way to make more money. In the depression of 
1893 he lay off half the workers and cut the wages of the rest by 25percent. Despite 
this, he refused to reduce house rent payments pegged to give the company a 6 
percent return on its investment. When union leaders demanded rent cuts, he fired 
them, starting the notorious Pullman strike of 1894, a long, bloody deadlock that 
paralyzed the nation’s economy. Although the workers no longer lived in unsanitary, 
crime-plagued tenements they were now shot at by thugs hired to discourage stickers, 
and, as the strike dragged on, they grew malnourished from hunger. Pullman, 
previously known as a great humanitarian, become, in the eyes of the Chicago 
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Tribune,” a cold-hearted, cold-blooded autocrat” whose “small piggish eyes” 
contained “the glitter of avarice.” 
 
 Like Pullman, there were many others for whom profits came first, service to 
society a distant second. One was Henry Ford, who had an aptitude for covering 
cruelty towards workers with a shining veneer of citizenship. In the winter of 1914 
Ford thrilled the public by announcing the “Five-Dollar Day” for Ford Motor Co. 
workers. Five dollars was about double the daily pay for manufacturing workers at the 
time and seemed very generous. In fact, although Ford took credit for being 
bighearted, the $5 wage was intended to cool unionizing and was intended to cool 
unionizing and was not what it appeared on the surface. The offer attracted hordes of 
job seekers from around the country to Highland Park, Michigan. One subzero 
morning in January, there were 2,000 lined up outside the Ford plant by 5:00 A.M.; 
by dawn there were 10,000. Disorder broke out, and the fire department turned hoses 
on the freezing men. 
 
 The few who were hired had to serve a six-month apprenticeship and comply 
with the puritanical Ford Motor Co. code of conduct (no drinking, marital discord, or 
otherwise immoral living) to qualify for the $5 day. Many were fired on pretexts 
before the six months passed. Thousand of replacements waited outside each day 
hoping to fill a new vacancy. Inside, Ford speeded up the assembly line. Insecure 
employees worked faster under the threat of being purged for a younger, stronger, 
lower-paid new hire. Those who hung on to quality for the $5 wage had to face 
greedy merchants, landlords, and realtors in the surrounding area who raised prices 
and rents. 
 
 Ford was a master of image. In 1926 he announced the first five-day, 40-hour 
week for workers, but with public accolades still echoing for this “humanitarian” 
gesture, he speeded up the line still more, cut wages, and announced a program to 
weed out less-efficient employees. These actions were necessary, he said, to 
compensate for Saturdays off. Later that year, Ford told the adulatory public that he 
had started a social program to fight juvenile delinquency. He proposed to employ 
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5,000 boys 16 to 20 years old and pay them “independence wages.” This was 
trumpeted as citizenship, but as the “boys” were hired, older workers were pitted 
against younger, lower-paid replacements.  
 
 The stories of Pullman and Ford illustrate how weak was the sense of moral 
duty that the new service notion aroused in the leaders of some large companies. A 
few business leaders, however, carried out practices consistent with the new themes of 
business responsibility. One was General Robert E. Wood, who led Sears, Roebuck 
and Company from 1924 to 1954. He believed that a large corporation was more than 
an economic institution; it was a social and political one as well. In the Sears Annual 
Report for 1936, he outlined the ways in which Sears was discharging its 
responsibilities to what he said were the chief constituencies of the company- 
customers, the public, employees, sources of merchandise supply, and stockholders. 
Stockholders came last because according to General Wood, they could not attain 
their “full measure of reward” unless the other groups were satisfied first. In thought 
and action, General Wood was far ahead of his time. 
 
 Nevertheless, in the 1920s and after that, corporations found various ways to 
support communities. Organized charities were formed, such as the Community 
Chest, the Red Cross, and the Boy Scouts, to which they contributed. In many cities, 
companies gave money and expertise to improve schools and public health. In the 
1940s corporations began to give cash and stock to tax-exempt foundations set up for 
philanthropic giving. 
  
1.1.5 The Late Twentieth Century 
During this period, corporations continued to grow in size and power. Fear of 
this power combined with the rise of postmodern quality-of-life values to expand 
further the idea of corporate social responsibility. By the end of the century, the idea 
was broader and more widely practiced in the United States than in other nations.  
  
As early and influential statement of the modern idea of social responsibility 
was made in 1954 by Howard R. Bowen in his book Social Responsibilities of the 
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Businessman. Bowen said that managers knew of strong public expectations to act in 
ways that went beyond profit seeking and were, in fact, meeting those expectations. 
Then he laid out the basic arguments for social responsibility; (1) managers have an 
ethical duty to consider the broad social impacts of their decisions; (2) businesses are 
reservoirs of skill and energy for improving civic life; (3) corporations must use 
power in keeping with a broad social contract, or lose their legitimacy; (4) it is in the 
enlightened self-interest of business to improve society; and (5) voluntary action may 
head off negative public attitudes and undesirable regulations. This book, despite 
being 50 years old, remains an excellent encapsulation of the modern case for 
corporate social responsibility. If unburdened of its sexist title, given fresh examples, 
and re-released, it would shine forth as better argued than some recent books. 
 
1.1.6  Resistance to the Theory of Social Responsibility 
Not everyone accepted Bowen’s arguments; particularly managers who 
wanted to avoid the inconvenience of lower profits. Their cause was elevated to an 
ideological plane by conservative economists who claimed that business is most 
responsible when it efficiently makes money, not when it misapplies its energy on 
social projects. The best-known advocate of this view, then and now, is Nobel 
laureate Milton Friedman. 
  
Friedman argues that in a free enterprise, private-property system, a manger is 
an employee of the owners of the business and is directly responsible to them. 
Stockholders want to make as much profit as possible, so the manger’s sole objective 
is to accommodate them. If a manager spends stockholder money on social projects, 
he or she is diverting dollars to projects they might not even favor. Similarly, if the 
cost of social actions is passed on to consumers in higher prices, the manager is 
spending their money. This “taxation without representation,” says Friedman, is 
wrong. Furthermore, if the price on the market for a product does not truly reflect the 
relative costs of producing it, but includes costs for social programs, then the market’s 
allocation mechanism is distorted. The market will also punish corporations that add 
to their costs by assuming social responsibilities. 
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 Corollary argument of Friedman is that social responsibility threatens political 
freedom. A company running social programs is performing both a political and an 
economic function. This fusion of power in the hands of corporate executives is 
dangerous. Moreover, if business takes on political functions it will be evaluated by 
political criteria and that is undesirable. Others agree with Friedman, including Peter 
Drucker: 
 
Milton Friedman’s position that business should stick to its business… is 
indeed the only consistent position in a free society. Any other position can only mean 
that business will take over power, authority, and decision making in areas outside of 
the economic sphere, in areas, which are or should be reserved to government or to 
the individual or to other institutions. 
 
1.1.7 The Doctrine Is Reinforced 
The opposition of Friedman and adherents of classical economic doctrine to 
corporate social responsibility has been a principled, rearguard action. The futility of 
it was immediately evident when business itself articulated a vision of expanded duty. 
In 1971 the Committee for Economic Development, a group of corporate leaders, 
published a report boldly stating the case for expansive social responsibility. Society, 
said the report, has broadened its expectations outward over “three concentric circles 
of responsibilities.” Paraphrased, these were 
 
- An inner circle of clear-cut responsibility for efficient execution of the 
economic function resulting in products, jobs, and economic growth. 
- An intermediate circle encompassing responsibility to exercise this economic 
function with a sensitive awareness of changing social vales and priorities. 
- An outer circle that outlines newly emerging and still amorphous 
responsibilities that business should assume to improve the social environment 
broadly, even if they are not directly related to specific economic activities of 
the firm. 
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Classical ideology focused solely on the first circle. Now business leaders 
argued that managerial responsibilities went further. The report was followed in 1981 
by a Statement on Corporate Responsibility from the Business Roundtable, a group of 
200 CEOs of the largest corporations. It said 
 
Economic responsibility is by no means incompatible with other corporate 
responsibilities in society…. A corporation’s responsibilities include how the whole 
business is conducted every day. It must be a thoughtful institution, which rises above 
the bottom line to consider the impact of its actions on all, from shareholders to the 
society at large. Its business activities must make social sense just as its social 
activities must make business sense. 
 
The statements from top executives undermined conservatives of the Friedman 
school. After they appeared, the range of social programs assumed by business 
expanded rapidly in education, the arts, public health, housing, the environment, 
literacy, employee relations, and other areas. 
 
1.1.8 Corporate Social Responsibility in World Nations 
By the turn of the century, both the doctrine and proactive of corporate social 
responsibility were most expansive in the United States. The idea developed 
differently elsewhere, because unique histories, cultures, and institutions combine to 
form distinctive social contracts. 
 
Europe  
In Europe nations with mixed economies, or economies where some industries 
are nationalized and others remain privately run, governments have taken 
responsibility for alleviating social problems. Traditionally, governments have used 
high taxes to fund broad social programs and have tried to achieve social objective 
through state-owned firms. As a result, less pressure has existed in Europe than in 
America for private firms to address social problems voluntarily. The rise of an 
expansive social responsibility ideology similar to that in the United States has, 
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therefore, been slow. European companies are more likely to believe that they have 
met their obligations by paying taxes and obeying laws. 
 
Japan  
In Japan, because of historical tradition and the influence of Confucianism, the 
idea of corporate social responsibility developed slowly. In 1868 the Emperor Meiji 
called on the country to modernize as a way of avoiding humiliation by stronger 
Western nations. Support for industry became a patriotic duty. The Japanese people, 
who had a long cultural tradition of loyalty to feudal lords, transferred their loyalty to 
companies. Since then, big companies have built housing, roads, and public facilities 
for workers. Japanese companies accept all-encompassing responsibility for their 
community of employees. However, while they cosset their workers, they lack a 
broad conception of societal involvement. This narrow perspective on duty is partly a 
consequence of Confucian values. Confucianism spells out strict ethical duties and 
responsibilities. Thus, companies embrace responsibility for workers but do not feel 
as obligated to external stakeholders such as consumers. Government must legislate 
solutions for other groups, and corporate responsibility is then to follow the law. 
  
Japanese culture supports an emphasis on corporate economic performance. 
The tax code does not make charitable contributions tax deductible. Compared with 
those in the United States, stakeholders groups in Japan apply less pressure for social 
performance. Consumer and environmental interests have far less support. Labor 
unions are company-based and weak. There are few minorities in Japan, where racial 
purity is openly discussed as a virtue. Wide acceptance of the Confucian teaching that 
women are subordinate has slowed a nascent feminism. Thus, no strident civil rights 
movement son fronts business. With the maturing of Japan’s industrial society, its 
corporations are adopting more expansive social programs, but the Japanese idea of 
social responsibility is still narrower than the American. 
 
Less Industrialized and Industrializing Nations 
In less developed countries, there is often no indigenous sense of corporate 
responsibility. Many small African and Latin American nation have massive social 
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problems, and their economies limp along because of low incomes, high inflation, 
weak currencies, and capital flight. Economic success is the primary duty of business 
in such situations. 
  
A few less industrialized nations emphasize strong corporate social 
responsibility if their history, culture, and stage of development support this. One 
example is the Philippines, where in 1970 a group of corporations joined to fight 
poverty and social problems. Today there are 180 firms in Philippine Business for 
Social Progress, each of which agrees to give 1 percent of its net income before taxes 
to social programs. 
  
India is another example. There thinking is influenced by the doctrine of 
trusteeship set forth by Mahatma Gandhi in the 1940s. Gandhi felt that all money and 
property belong to society. Rich people and companies hold their wealth in trust and 
are obligated to use it for social welfare.  
  
Suppose I have earned a fair amount of wealth…. I must know that all that belongs to 
me is the right to an honorable livelihood no better than that enjoyed by millions of 
others. The rest of my wealth belongs to the community and must be used for the 
welfare of the community. 
 
 Since the mid-1960s, Indian business groups have produced a series of 
statements that connect Gandhi’s doctrine to the ideology of business responsibility. 
As a result, Indian companies undertake widespread and significant social actions to 
an extent unusual for a developing nation. 
 
1.1.9 Entering The Twenty-First Century: Global Citizenship 
Today the environment of transnational corporations supports further 
expansion of corporate social responsibility to a global plane. Trade is expanding. 
Economic interdependence is increasing. Corporations are becoming larger, more 
transnational, and fewer subjects to the controls of individual nations, even as their 
impact on peoples and cultures grows. International law is imbalanced; commercial 
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rights are extensively protected, but social cuties of corporations are little codified. 
Negative aspects of globalization persist. Markets have not overcome severe poverty, 
wide inequality, deprivations of human rights, rampant corruption, environmental 
damage, and lack of access by most of the world’s population to leading technology. 
  
In this situation, a moral argument exists that the widened trade freedoms of 
transnational firms imply a stronger obligation to protect and enhance global society. 
Pressures are rising on corporations to expand social programs internationally, 
including heightened stakeholder expectations, threats of new regulation, the spotlight 
thrown on operations by the Internet, campaigns by activist groups, and moral 
exhortations by international agencies such as the United States. 
 
1.1.10 The United Nations and the Global Compact 
The United Nations promotes the idea of global corporate citizenship, 
meaning that transnational corporations have both rights and duties in an emerging 
global society in which they operate. In this new global society, corporations must 
recognize a set of social values transcending those of single countries and, indeed, 
even conflicting with the norms of some countries. The term global corporate 
citizenship, with its emphasis on transnational rights and duties, is intended to be 
broader that the term corporate social responsibility, which some argue refers mainly 
to corporate obligations in home countries. This is a hairsplitting semantic distinction, 
but it does serve to emphasize the expansion of the idea. 
  
In a 1999 speech, U.N. Secretary-General Kofi Annan challenged the leaders 
of global corporations to “embrace and enact” a set of “universal values” by signing 
the Global Compact. The Global Compact is a set of nine principles distilled from 
several statements of rights proclaimed under U.N. auspices over many years (see the 
accompanying box). Corporations that join agree to write these principles into their 
mission statements, apply them in their operations, and publicize their concrete 
progress on a U.N. website. Annan emphasized that the Global Compact is not a rigid 
a set of rules or a legally binding code with bureaucratic compliance requirements. 
Corporations do not even sign anything when they join. It is, rather, a way of getting 
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companies to apply widely agreed-upon principles to individual situations. “We have 
to choose,” said Annan, “between a global market driven only by calculations of 
short-term profit, and one which has a human face.” 
 
 More than 300 corporations have signed on, including BP Amoco, DuPont, 
DaimlerChrysler, Royal Dutch/Shell, and Unilever. However, some activists oppose 
the Global Compact because they think it is toothless. Since fidelity to the nine 
principles is not enforced, they believe that corporations engage in what they call 
“bluewasing,” a word that references the color of the U.N. flag, a powerful, 
worldwide symbol of peace and justice. 
 
In bluewashing, corporations use the appearance of U.N. approval to launder 
their commercial predations. A coalition of 70 groups monitors the actions of some 
Global Compact signatories, reporting violations over the Internet. Recently, for 
example, it bereted Aventis for violating Principle 7, the precautionary principle, by 
selling genetically engineered Star Link corn. 
 
1.1.10.1 Proliferating Codes of Corporate Conduct 
The Global Compact is not the only global conduct code for corporations. In 
the past decade, code making has exploded. One estimate is that 246 codes now 
exist.33 Most of these are voluntary codes written by corporations, but there are many 
others. To oversimplify, there are four categories of such codes based on their origin. 
 
1.1.10.2  Single Corporation Codes 
Many U.S. corporations have codes of conduct that specifically address global 
operations, including, for example, Caterpillar, Procter & Gamble, Levi Strauss, and 
Unocal. Fewer European and Asian transnational have them. Typically, these codes 
express a mission, duties to stakeholders, and a set of principles to guide behavior. In 
addition, large transnational frequently have separate, additional codes on the 
environment and labor. The advantage of corporate cods is that they are voluntary and 
flexible approaches to corporate social responsibility. Their disadvantages are that 
they are often vague and lack strong implementation. 
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 In practice, corporate codes can reflect very different philosophies. One of the 
oldest and best known is Johnson & Johnson’s “Our Credo,” written more than 50 
years ago and now translated into 36 languages. A central features is that it lists the 
order of the firm’s responsibilities to stakeholder groups, putting customers first, 
employees second, communities third, and stockholders last because prioritizing 
duties to the first three groups should ultimately assure profits for the last. This logic 
is the reverse of Unilever’s “Our Principles,” which sets forth a duty of caring for 
customers, employees, and communities, but states: “Our first priority is to be a 
profitable business.” 
  
Corporate codes, with some exceptions, emphasize high-minded 
generalizations, typically lack concreteness, and rarely base their provisions on 
statements of global norms such as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. They 
usually do not specify methods for tying stated principles into daily operations. Less 
than 1 percent of corporations with codes allow external parties to check their 
compliance. And public reports about code compliance (or noncompliance) are rare. 
Because of these shortcomings, most corporate codes engender skepticism among 
critics. However, there is a trend toward more serious implementation and monitoring. 
 
1.1.10.3  Industry Codes 
The most developed voluntary global initiative by a major industry is 
Responsible Care, a set 10 guiding principles and six codes of management practices 
adopted by the chemical industry. Responsible Care arose out of the need to restore 
the reputation of the industry. The 1984 gas leak that killed more than 4,000 people at 
a Union Carbide pesticide plant in India created alarm about chemical plants. In the 
United States, public opinion about chemical companies in general fell to abysmal 
lows. One survey showed only 14 percent of Americans had a favorable view of the 
industry. 
 
 To defuse pressure for more regulation, and because no single company acting 
alone could calm the public, the industry’s trade association, the American Chemical 
Council (ACC), set up Responsible Care in 1988. It is a voluntary program, but 
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chemical companies must adopt it as a condition of joining the trade association, and 
180 have, including all the largest firms. They are then expected to follow more than 
100 guidelines and practices, reporting on these annually to the association. Many of 
these go beyond legal requirements. The ACC reports aggregate data for the industry 
as a whole. Compliance is not monitored, and there are no sanctions short of 
expulsion from the ACC. No firm has ever been thrown out.  
  
The trade associations of 45 other nations have adopted Responsible Care 
programs, so nearly all of the world’s largest chemical firms are participants. 
However, practices differ among countries. For example, American companies have 
community advisory panels for dialogue with the public, but Japanese companies do 
not see the need for them. American firms operating plants outside the country are not 
required to use U.S. Responsible Care standards; instead, they comply with host-
country standards. 
  
Environmental groups such as Friends of the Earth are critical of Responsible 
Care for two reasons. First, it rails to require consistent practices in all countries. 
Second, its main focus is accident prevention and it lacks sufficient emphasis on 
sustainable resource use. For example, the standards do not minimize greenhouse gas 
emissions. The International Council of Chemical Associations, a group that 
represents the trade associations of many countries, is working to harmonize 
requirements among nations and to introduce new sustainability measures. 
 
1.1.10.4 Codes Created by External Groups 
Activist groups also write codes of conduct. Their codes would overcome the 
perceived laxity of corporate and industry coeds by tying performance standards to 
norms expressed in international protocols and proclamations, by making the 
standards concrete and measurable, and by requiring external checks on compliance. 
Generally, business is not supportive of these codes, although a handful of progressive 
corporations work with code-writing activists. Codes written by coalitions made up of 
labor, human rights, religious, or environmental groups are often intended to 
embarrass corporations by pronouncing high ethical standards the companies cannot 
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or will not meet. By spotlighting behavior that falls short of the code, activists weaken 
the corporation’s reputation. Two sets of standards set up by activists have gotten 
limited support. 
 
 The first is Social Accountability (SA) 8000, a set of nine core standards for 
workplaces. A coalition of labor, human rights, and progressive business interests 
created it at the instigation of the Council for Economic Priorities, a group that does 
research to evaluate the social performance of corporations for interested investors 
and consumers. Standards in SA8000 require companies to accept principles in nine 
International Labor Organization conventions, the U.N. Convention on the Rights of 
the Child, and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. They invent a uniform 
global workplace standard in place of numerous self-adopted and conflicting 
corporate standards. The SA8000 organization trains auditors to visit workplaces and 
certify them as meeting standards. Fewer than 100 factories have been certified under 
the code, mainly contract manufacturers in Asia. No large transnational corporation 
has so far opened factories it owns to SA8000 certification. 
 
 The second set of standards is the CERES Principles (CERES stands for 
Coalition for Environmentally Responsible Economies). Galvanized by the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill, a coalition of environmental groups, socially responsible investors, 
and religious orders in 1989 drafted a set of 10 principles for corporate environmental 
responsibility. Signing corporations pledge to go beyond the law in reducing 
pollution, conserving resources, correcting damage, and reducing risks. They also 
install management practices to carry out these objectives, audit their compliance, and 
publish a yearly report card. About 60 companies have signed on, including Bank of 
America, Bethlehem Steel, Ford, General Motors, Nike, Polaroid, and Sunoco. 
However, most CERES companies are smaller, progressive firms such as The Body 
Shop and Earth Friendly Products. 
 
 The coalition introduces shareholder resolutions at company annual meeting, 
hoping that stockholders will vote to have their firm join. Dozens of resolution have 
been introduced, but none have passed. For example, the Episcopal Church submitted 
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a proposal to join CERES at the 2001 annual meeting of Raytheon. Raytheon 
management recommended a vote against it, stating that many groups, with varying 
priorities, advanced codes for corporations and Raytheon was better off following its 
own environmental policies “rather than trying to keep up with and accommodate the 
ever-changing agendas of these various groups.” In the end, only 8.7 percent of 
Raytheon shares were voted for the Church’s resolution. 
 
1.1.10.5 Government or Multilateral Agency Codes 
There are many statements of rules and principles in the protocols and treaties 
signed by governments. The U.N. Global Compact, previously discussed, is a 
prominent voluntary code of conduct from a multilateral agency. Another example is 
the “Guidelines for multinational Enterprises,” of the Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD). The Guidelines were written in 1976 but revised 
in 2000 after negotiations between corporations and activist groups. The OECD is a 
group of 29 nations in Europe and North America formed in 1961. Its main purpose is 
to boost economic growth of its members by expanding trade. However, the 
Guidelines emphasize that corporations must act responsibly if global economic 
progress is to continue. 
  
The OECD Guidelines are the only comprehensive global code of corporate 
conduct endorsed by governments. Besides the 29 OECD nations, Argentina, Brazil, 
Chile, and the Slovak Republic have adopted them, bringing the number of countries 
to 33, including the those that are home to nearly all large transnational. The 
Guidelines begin with general policies (see the accompanying box). Following these 
are guidelines for information disclosure, employment, the environment, combating 
bribery, consumer protection, technology use, fair competition, and paying taxes. 
Recommended practices derive legitimacy from their basis in international policy 
statements such as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. However, the 
Guidelines can hardly claim to define universal duties since most of the world’s 
nations are not in the OECD and did not join in defining the rules. 
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The OECD Guidelines are often broad. For example, General Policy 11 asks 
that a corporation refrain from “improper involvement in local political activities.” 
But what is “improper”? Reasonable responses will differ. Is it a large, legal 
campaign contribution that gives one party a financial advantage? Is it paying for the 
vacation of an official where laws do not prohibit such favors? Of course, ambiguity 
is natural in conduct codes. Provisions must be general, so their meaning invites 
interpretation. No compliance monitoring and no sanctions for violation exist in the 
Guidelines. However, governments receive complaints of violations and mediate 
settlements. 
  
Support for the OECD Guidelines is mixed. In business, there are reservations 
about General Policy 10, encourage suppliers and subcontractors to comply with 
Guidelines. This kind of recommendation is known as a snowball clause, or a 
requirement that he that the corporation uses its power over smaller companies to 
extend the reach of a code. Snowball clauses are found in other codes, for example 
SA8000. Mangers dislike them because they imply a duty to monitor independent 
businesses. Unions and activists approve of the high ideals in the Guidelines, but they 
are skeptical about their impact given lack of enforcement by governments and 
believe that voluntary codes cannot substitute for regulation. 
 
1.1.10.6 Assessing the Codes 
Corporate conduct codes have distinct advantages and disadvantage. On the 
positive side, codes that distill principles from international policy statements on 
human rights, the environment, and labor build recognition of global norms for 
commerce. As these norms jell, dodging them in weaker countries that cannot protect 
their citizen’s rights or the environment is harder for corporations. In addition, codes 
address corporate behavior that has raised the hackles of activists. Their groups have 
succeeded in connecting trade liberalization with human rights, labor, and 
environmental abuses. Many leaders of business groups and international 
organizations realized that the issues raised by critics needed addressing. The U.N.’s 
Global Compact and the OECD Guidelines are efforts to protect the global expansion 
of free trade by raising corporate behavior standards. If such codes attract the support 
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of business governments, and activist groups, they may protect corporations from 
more costly and inflexible regulations down the road. 
  
Yet codes promote mainly standards of the developed world and sometimes 
override political and social custom of other regions. For example, codes based on 
norms from International Labor Organization protocols require corporations to 
support collective bargaining as a basic right of workers. However, in some countries, 
for example, China, the government does not recognize this right. Child labor and 
bribery are other examples of practices where cultures differ. In addition, overgrowth 
of codes causes “code fatigue” among corporations. 
  
Codes are based on the agendas of entities that create them, and they mandate 
differing, sometimes contradictory, actions. Critics point out that they often require 
meeting standards of environmentalism and human rights that have evolved in the 
richest nations. The trade-offs encountered when imposing these high standards on the 
developing world are often ignored. For example, activists besieged companies, 
including Nike and Reebok, for contracting with small factories in Pakistan in which 
children made soccer balls. A storm of adverse publicity pushed the companies to do 
something, so they built a new, well-monitored facility that employs no children. 
However, the places where soccer balls used to be made suffered. Previously 
employed workers, mostly women and children, lost income and also lost what they 
in contrast to rich-country activists, may have perceived as a lifesaving opportunity.  
Finally, the great advantage of many codes to business their flexibility and 
voluntaries, is also their great weakness. Because most codes that are acceptable to 
the largest corporations, including self-adopted codes, lack monitoring and external 
auditing requirements, cynicism about them and demands for formal regulation go on. 
 
1.1.11 The Basic Elements Of Social Responsibility 
 
Three principle elements of social responsibility are market actions, externally 
mandated actions, and voluntary actions.  
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The first element is market actions, or competitive responses to forces in 
markets. Such actions have always dominated and will continue to do so. When a 
corporation responds to markets, it fulfills its first and most important social 
responsibility. Some critics believe that certain businesses, for instance, gambling, 
defense, tobacco, animal agriculture, and alcohol, are irresponsible no matter how 
profitable. Such value judgments do not invalidate the general rule that the overriding 
impact of a corporation on society-therefore, the greatest test of responsibility-is from 
normal market operations. 
  
General Motors illustrates this. In 2000 it had a profit (net income) of $4.5 
billion from $185 billion in sales. It employed 386,000 people in 51 countries and had 
a worldwide payroll of $21.6 billion. It made 8.5 billion vehicles using 
30,000suppliers and sold them through more than 14,000 dealers that employed as 
many as 500,000 people. GM paid $2.4 billion in taxes of all kinds. General Motor’s 
customers paid another $6.6 billion in taxes worldwide when purchasing GM 
products. In the United States, GM withheld an additional $3.7 billion from 
employees’ paychecks, which it remitted to the federal government for income and 
social security taxes. It also paid $4.6 billion in employee benefits and $2.38 billion in 
benefits to its retirees. These statistics illuminate the huge aggregate impact of GM’s 
routine, everyday business operations. Around the globe, the company directly and 
indirectly sustains more than a million workers and their dependents, paying billions 
of dollars in wages and medical benefits. It pays billions of tax dollars to governments 
and generates a larger sum in taxes on the sales of its products, taxes used to build and 
maintain societies. And it creates the cars and trucks that speed people through their 
lives. This broad support for economic welfare is GM’s biggest social responsibility 
program. 
  
The second element includes mandated actions, or programs required either 
by government regulation or by agreements negotiated with stakeholders, such as 
union contracts. For corporations in developed nations, the size of this element grew 
in the second half of the twentieth century.  
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 GM is exposed to multiple regulations in many nations, dictating a range of 
decisions. For example, many regulations force GM to reduce harmful environmental 
impacts. Its fleet must achieve an average fuel economy of 27.5 miles per gallon (it 
averaged 27.9 miles per gallon in 2000). Its passenger cars must meet a noise standard 
of 80 decibels as measured from 50 feet away. Their tailpipe emissions must meet not 
only federal standards but also stricter standards adopted by five states. In European 
Union countries, GM and other automakers must comply with a new regulation that 
they dismantle their “end-of-life” cars and recycle the materials in them. 
 
 The third element is voluntary actions, within which are three zones of action. 
First, there are voluntary programs that can be described as “legal plus.” They go 
beyond regulatory mandates in areas such as minority advancement, worker safety, or 
pollution control. Second are voluntary programs that respond to a national 
consensus, such as contributing to charity or improving adult literacy. In the third 
zone are actions taken in areas lacking a public consensus. Few programs exist in this 
zone. Benetton group discovered the reason in its recent anti-death-penalty. They did, 
but they also led Sears, Roebuck to drop Benetton clothing from its stores and ignited 
a boycott of Benetton outlets by the murdered children’s relatives. 
 
1.1.12 General Principles Of Corporate Social Responsibility 
No universal rule of social responsibility applies to every company. Managers 
must decide carefully what their firms will do. The following are general principles to 
guide them. 
 
- Corporations are economic institutions run for profit. Their greatest 
responsibility is to provide economic benefits. They should be judged 
primarily on economic criteria and cannot be expected to meet purely social 
objectives without financial incentives. However, corporations must incur 
short-run costs to correct social problems that threaten long-term 
sustainability. Solving social problems can sometimes be profitable. 
- All firms must follow multiple bodies of law, including (1) corporation law 
that creates fiduciary duty towards stockholders, (2) civil and criminal law, 
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and (30 the body of regulation that protects stakeholders. However, obeying 
the law is a minimum. Law is reactive and lags behind emerging norms and 
duties. 
- Corporations have a duty to correct the adverse social impacts they cause. 
They should try to internalize external costs, or costs of production borne by 
society. A factory dumping toxic effluent into a stream creates costs such as 
human and animal disease imposed on innocents, not on the company or its 
customers. 
- Social responsibility varies with company characteristic such as size, industry, 
strategies, marketing techniques, locations, internal cultures, stakeholder 
demands, and manger’s values. Thus, a global pharmaceutical company such 
as Merck has a different impact on society than a local insurance company; its 
responsibilities are both different and greater. 
- Managers should try to meet legitimate needs of stakeholders. Studies report 
general agreement by managers that their primary responsibilities are to three 
groups: customers, stockholders, and employees, with governments and 
communities also recognized but given lesser emphasis. However, the 
multiple demands of stakeholders sometimes conflict, and each company must 
set priorities. Research suggests that the effort made by companies to respond 
to the primary stakeholders varies significantly between firms and between 
industries. 
- Corporate behavior must comply with norms in an underlying social contract. 
To understand this contract and how it changes, managers can study the 
direction of national and global public policy as evidenced in laws, treaties, 
protocols, and policy statements. They can also study the “broad pattern of 
social direction reflected in public opinion, emerging issues, formal legal 
requirements, and enforcement or implementation practices.” 
 
1.2 Implementing Social Responsibility 
1.2.1 Pressures For Undertaking Social Programs 
There is no end to the actions that individuals, government, and organized 
groups want corporations to take. The point its underscored in diagram shown below, 
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which shows major sources of pressure for social actions.  For each source there are 
many specific needs and demands, and they are not mutually exclusive. For example, 
pressures for reduction of harmful impacts on the environment come from every area. 
With this chart, visualizing the huge number of potential demands placed on a large 
multinational corporation is easy. 
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firms it is highly formal, institutionalized, and anticipatory. Much depends on 
leadership, experience, and the nature of pressures. However, in a large corporation 
the following key elements are involved in implementing social programs. 
 
1.2.2.1 Executive Leadership 
Top management sets the tone for a company’s social response. Commitment 
at the top, or lack of it, determines the extent of a wide range of organizational 
responses. When founders or CEOs have a strong social responsibility philosophy, it 
is reflected throughout the organization. 
 
 Anita Roddick, for example, developed The Body Shop as a beacon of ethical 
and social activism in a world darkened by capitalist greed. She believed that 
cosmetics was “an industry dominated by men trying to create needs that don’t exist,” 
and she devoted herself to “harnessing commercial success to altruistic ideals.” Many 
of the company’s ads encourage women to accept their natural appearance. A 
company booklet points out “[t] here are 3 billion women who don’t look like 
supermodels and only 8 who do.” In its products and marketing, the company fights 
animal testing and promotes sustainability and human rights. 
 
 There are only a handful of companies founded by social visionaries. Other 
examples include ice-cream-maker Ben & Jerry’s and the environmentally conscious 
clothing firm Patagonia Inc. None of them; however, top management is more 
devoted to social issues, which is reflected in the extent of organizational response. In 
the1990s Royal Dutch/Shell was assaulted by activists. It was accused of aiding a 
brutal Nigerian government crackdown on native peoples opposed to oil drilling, and 
it suffered a worldwide protest over its plan to sink a drilling platform in the North 
Sea. All this resulted in a boycott of the company’s products at one point. At the time, 
Royal Dutch/Shell was perceived as an arrogant firm, fixated on commerce and 
disdainful of its social impacts. However, one top executive, Mark Moody-Stuart, 
emerged as a champion of change and led the company to set up management systems 
that built in greater social responsiveness. Moody-Stuart was heavily influenced by an 
encounter with an activist who convinced him that it was wrong to see the corporation 
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at the center and all else revolving around it. Rather, he came to believe that the 
corporation was only one stakeholder dependent on a boarder society. His views on 
human rights have also been influenced by his wife, who is a Quaker, and Royal 
Dutch/Shell is now one of the few large corporations to endorse the United Nation’s 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 
 
1.2.2.2 Mission, Values, and Vision Statements 
Many corporations write statements to express guiding philosophies. Most 
such statements emphasize high-quality products and profitability. R.J. Reynolds, for 
example, says it aspires to “meet the preferences of adult smokers better than our 
competitors” and to “deliver an attractive return to shareholders.” However, some 
companies state additional purposes, for instance, protecting the environment and 
improving society. Kellogg Co. says that 
 
Social responsibility is an integral part of our heritage. We are committed to 
be, and be recognized as, an economic, intellectual, and social asset in each 
community, region, and country in which we operate. 
 
The Kellogg statement goes on to list actions that promote its values, such as 
encouraging employee volunteers. 
 
The best mission statements are specific and explain a direction for action. 
The “Mission Statement” of Ben and Jerry’s Ice Cream Co. includes a statement of a 
“Social Mission:” 
 
To operate the company in a way that actively recognizes the central role that 
business plays in the structure of society by initiating innovative ways to improve the 
quality of life of a broad community. 
 
 This idea of “initiating innovate ways” led over the years to creative actions. 
The company planted trees to replace the wood used in its Popsicle sticks and donated 
a percentage of the sales of its Peace Pops to fund research on world peace. 
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Unfortunately, many mission or values statements are filled with generalizations, 
platitudes, and motherhood statements. In a paragraph entitled “Our Vision,” Bayer 
Corporation sets a lofty goal of “being good corporate citizens in the communities in 
which we work and live.” However, in 14 subsequent sections the only direct 
elaboration on the meaning of community citizenship is a nonspecific admonition 
about “[t]aking an active role in the communities in which we work and live.” In this 
“Vision” statement Ciba Specialty Chemicals Corporation asserts: “We act 
responsibly in environmental and social matters.” Statements such as these lack 
specific meaning and unless top management spells out action they are like the notes 
of national anthems that fade away when the ball game starts. 
 
 Mission statements are increasingly popular. Ideally, they should be based on 
an effort to discover or shape core values that can then be articulated in a written 
statement. At Johnson & Johnson managers meet periodically to discuss the currency 
of its “Credo.” Employees are also surveyed for their opinions about it. The purpose 
of a mission statement is to express the company’s values to employees and other 
stakeholders. Some companies are very serious about using these statements to spread 
values. At children’s clothing maker Hanna Andersson, managers accost workers 
anytime to quiz them on their knowledge of company values. If they can answer the 
questions they get an “I know it” button entitling them to $5 of food in the cafeteria. 
 
1.2.2.3 Issues Management 
Because of the social movements of the 1960s, demands on corporations for 
action increased. The social environment of companies became more hostile when 
critics of that era generated boycotts, lawsuits, adverse publicity, and pressure for 
more government regulation. Managers reacted to this worsening environment by 
developing strategies to find and analyze issue before they could be surprised by them 
and the reputation of  
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2. Effect of Issue 
1.2.2.4 The Issue Life Cycle 
The company harmed. This is issues management, or the process of 
identifying, assessing, and tracking environmental issues. The importance of issues 
management is clear. There is no end to the list of actions that large companies are 
pressured to undertake. Some issues, if not addressed, may result in severe damage to 
the business. It therefore is important for a company to identify critical issues and 
decide what action, if any, should be taken. 
 
1.2.2.5 The Issues Management Process 
One assumption of the issues management process is that issues have a life 
cycle, as the diagram shown above. As they form (1) they have only a narrow 
following. At this point, some issues, such as demands of an activist group focused on 
the company, are obvious. Others, however, may be vague, unfocused, and lack 
urgency. It is extremely difficult to predict if or when an issue will grow in 
importance. Events or promotion by interested groups may, sometimes after many 
years, cause issues to emerge in the media and get wider attention (2). When they do, 
debate grows; and it is on this part of the issue life-cycle curve that corporations can 
most effectively use public relations and communications tactics to shape public 
opinion. This is the point at which corporations and industries propose voluntary 
codes of conduct and other forms of self-regulation. Over time, strong opinions on the 
issue form, fewer alternatives attract support, and corporations have less ability to 
influence outcomes. Meanwhile, pressure on government to resolve the issue has 
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grown strong and laws or regulations are likely to appear (3). During the legislative 
process or the rule-making process in agencies, corporations exert influence through 
lobbying, campaign contributions, coalition formation, and other methods. However, 
when laws and rules appear, opportunities for influence narrow to interpretation of 
wording and methods of enforcement. Now proposals for voluntary action are too 
late, options have evaporated, and the issue can no longer be “managed.” The task is 
to comply with the new rules (4). 
  
Today a large company is faced with hundreds of issues that could influence 
its operations immediately or in the future. Some have issues management staffs and 
committees analyzing the field using a range of techniques, including the following. 
 
• Intuitive search. This method is used when a manager does a random, 
unsystematic, qualitative search for information about issues in the company’s 
environment. The selection of information and its evaluation is based on 
experience, judgment, insight, and feel. When done by experienced managers 
who continuously survey the evolving environment, it is more powerful than 
any other technique. 
• Scenarios. Scenarios are descriptive narratives of the future. They are written, 
disciplined, and structured depictions of what the world will be like based on 
alternative assumptions about the direction and interaction of social, political, 
and economic trends. Writing a single scenario are possible, but more 
frequently planner creating several or more. As discussed at the beginning of 
Chapter 2, Royal Dutch/Shell is a leader in the use of scenarios, having used 
them for more than 25 years to predict change in the global business 
environment. United Distillers used the techniques more narrowly, when it 
constructed scenarios about the future of India, where statues and cultural 
values hamper sales of its Scotch whisky. Well-structured scenarios force 
managers to contemplate the impact of current trends and the possibility of 
unlikely events. History teaches that there is enormous potential for surprise. 
Scenario learning invites preparation for discontinuities before they occur. 
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• The probability/impact matrix. In this technique, demands for social action 
arising from a range of issues from a range of issues are analyzes as to their 
probability and potential impact on the company. This is a powerful tool. If 
evaluation places a demand in the upper-left corner of the matrix in Figure 
shown below, attention to it should become a high priority for the firm. If, on 
the other hand, a demand is judged to fall into the lower-right corner, it has 
low priority. Demands placed in medium-priority areas on the chart require 
assessment. General Electric used a matrix like this for many years in its 
strategic planning. 
 
1.2.3 Alignment of Structure and Processes 
If the structure and processes of a company are not aligned with social goals in 
its mission statement and strategic vision, those goals will be slighted. Organizational 
elements must be in place to channel aspiration and inspiration. 
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Creating committees and positions ensures that there is a location for decisions 
related to corporate responsibilities. Many corporations have committees at high 
levels charged with oversight of social actions. Examples of companies with such 
committees on their boards of directors are General Electric, Royal Dutch/Shell, 
Kellogg, Target Corporation, and 3M. When carrying out an activity is important, 
corporations assign a manager to do it. Starbucks and Eddie Bauer have created vice 
presidents of corporate social responsibility, but these are unique positions. More 
typically, separate departments are created for various elements of the social response, 
for example, environmental health and safety, equal employment, ethics and 
compliance, community relations, and philanthropic giving. Reebok International set 
up a department of human rights charged with monitoring treatment of workers in the 
factories that make its shoes. Training departments in many corporations educate 
employees about a range of social programs. 
  
Corporations also build in social action through changes in the reward 
structure. In some companies, job descriptions include elements of social concern and 
part of manger’s compensation is based on meeting social goals. Executive pay is 
linked to environmental performance at Alcoa, Dow Chemical, and Phillips 
Petroleum. At Coca-Cola and Texaco, which have suffered highly publicized 
discrimination suits, pay is linked to achieving diversity goals. At Eastman Kodak, up 
to one-third of a manger’s compensation depends on employee satisfaction and 
responsibility to the public. 
 
 Some companies formally recognize employees who undertake social project. 
General Electric sponsors the Phillippe Awards, named after a former executive 
distinguished in public service. Each GE business nominates annually an employee 
with creative or heroic community service. Recent winners include a GE Lighting 
employee in Rio de Janeiro who organized support for 40 elderly people abandoned 
by their families and a GE Power Systems employee in California who directs “GE 
Thursday Nights” on which GE volunteers cook and serve meals at a homeless 
shelter. 
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1.2.4 Corporate Philanthropy 
Businesses have long made charitable contributions. Until 50 years ago the 
amounts were not large. One reason was that courts held that such contributions were 
ultra vires, or acts beyond the power given the corporation by law. This restrictive 
doctrine was strong in the days when businesses were small and most charity came 
from individuals. As corporations grew big and rich, however, the public expected 
alms giving from them too. 
  
The first major break from narrow legal restrictions on giving was the 
Revenue Act of 1935. This law allowed corporations to deduct from taxable earning 
their charitable contributions, up to 5 percent of net profits before taxes. (The 
Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 raised this to 10 percent.) Despite the Revenue 
Act, the legality of corporate giving remained doubtful, and charity dollars trickled 
slowly out of corporations because managers feared stockholder suits. Eventually, in 
the A.P. Smith case (see the accompanying box) the courts cleared away outdated 
rigidities in the law, freeing companies to be generous. Since then, corporations in the 
United States have given a larger portion of overall charitable contribution still lag far 
behind those of individuals. 
 
1.2.4.1 Patterns of Corporate Giving 
Corporations give both from contributions budgets and through foundations. 
Foundations provide tax benefits, but they also attract more requests for funds. Either 
way, most firms do not give a significant amount compared to their potential. Only 
about one-third of American businesses set aside philanthropic funds; two-thirds do 
not even engage in active giving. In 2000 the philanthropic third of the business sector 
gave $10.9 billion in cash and gifts or products or services. This is only a little more 
than 5 percent of all charitable contributions in the United States, which totaled $203 
billion. Individuals gave 75 percent, or $152 billion, and the rest came from non-
corporate foundations and through bequests. According to a 1999 Conference Board 
survey, the largest portion of corporate contributions, 35 percent, went to education. 
Of the rest, 30 percent went to health and human services, 14 percent to civic and 
community causes, 9 percent to culture and the arts, and 13 percent to a variety of 
other areas. 
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 Few corporations have ever given enough to approach 10 percent of their 
pretax revenues, the level at which tax deductibility ceases. For the past 50 years, 
contributions have been remarkably consistent, hovering around 1 percent of earnings 
before taxes, rarely deviating more than two-tenths of a percent, and rising above 2 
percent only in one year, 1986, when a record of 2.38 percent was set. The amount 
given by corporations is closely correlated with their profits, rising and falling from 
year to year with their fortunes. However, cash donation statistics understate overall 
corporate philanthropy. They fail to include contributions that are not dollar example, 
employee volunteers, managerial talent lent to nonprofit organizations, use of 
facilities, reduced income from below market loans, gifts of the company’s products, 
and donations of used equipment. Al told non-cash giving is about one-quarter of total 
giving. 
  
Historically, wealthy entrepreneurs contributed large sums separately from 
their companies. Among the pioneers were John D. Rockefeller and Andrew 
Carnegie. More recently, others have followed in their footsteps. Bill Gates of 
Microsoft is the leading philanthropist of any era. He has endowed the Bill and 
Melinda Gates Foundation with more than $23 billion by giving Microsoft stock that 
is sold and invested in a diversified portfolio. The foundation focus primarily on 
supporting worldwide distribution and development of vaccines. Besides Gates, there 
are today other philanthropists from business making a conspicuous impact. Financier 
George Soros, who is best known for making $1 billion in a week by currency 
speculation that undermined the British pound in 1992, funds a global network of 
foundations to promote democracy. Since 1990 these foundations have expended 
almost $3 billion to fund prodemocracy groups in formerly communist countries. 
They played a central role in bringing down Yugoslavian president Slobodan 
Milosevic by supporting student organizations that fomented his overthrow.15 In 
1997 AOL/Time Warner executive Ted Turner gave $1 billion of stock in the 
company to the United Nations. 
 
 Most corporate donations still go to communities and causes in the United 
States. For instance, although GE has more foreign assets than any other firm, only 5 
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percent of the $40 million donated by the GE Fund in 2000 went outside the United 
States. As the largest firm becomes more transnational, overseas giving has risen. 
However, there are formidable obstacles. Many nations lack a tradition of charitable 
giving. In them, nonprofits are not well developed and cannot handle large donations. 
Foreign tax laws often discourage gifts. And administering grants at a great distance is 
harder for a corporate foundation in the United States. 
 
1.2.4.2 Strategic Philanthropy 
With historical roots in religious, the act of philanthropy presumes a selfless 
motive of giving out of moral duty to benefit the needy or to improve society. 
Traditionally, corporate philanthropy conformed to such ideals of altruism and 
magnanimity. Companies, and their foundations, gave to help the destitute, 
underprivileged, and deserving and funded social gods such as education, culture, and 
the arts. Of course, there was always a measure of self-interest in these donations. It 
was recognized that generous giving enhanced the corporate image, elevated 
reputation, created goodwill, and improved the economy by enhancing society. 
 
Strategic philanthropy is the alignment of a corporation’s business mission 
with its charitable mission. It exists when giving is used to support both business 
goals and worthy causes. As corporations gained experience with philanthropic 
activity, many concluded that the traditional approach of scattershot giving to myriad 
worthy causes was noble but flawed. Over time, the number of causes grew; and as 
gift giving became more splintered, the shrinking sums giving to each charity had 
little impact on problems. Results were never measured. Top executives and their 
spouses diverted corporate support into pet artistic and cultural projects unimportant 
to the firm’s main stakeholders. This passive approach to philanthropy lacked any 
underlying logic. In addition, in the 1980s and 1990s it became awkward for 
companies to give money away just when they were laying off groups of employees. 
For these reasons, many firms decided to change their philosophy of giving from one 
of pure generosity to one that aligns charity with commercial objectives. 
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There are many examples of strategic philanthropy. Here are several: 
• The General Mills Foundation was set up in 1954 after the green light of the 
A.P. Smith decision. For many years, it emphasized giving to prestigious 
cultural and arts programs in the Minneapolis headquarters area. In 1997, 
however, it decided to target its support for projects helping families, children, 
and youth in 22 U.S. and Canadian communities where it had facilities. This 
connected charity giving with the concerns of average grocery shoppers who 
buy Cheerios and Betty Crocker cake mixes. 
• Mattel donated $25 million on put its name on the children’s hospital at 
UCLA, now called Mattel Children’s Hospital. The company has no role in 
running the hospital, although it gives toys to patients. Its large gift contributes 
to a compassionate corporate image among boy buyers. Adding the company 
name to the hospital increases brand recognition. These benefits reinforce the 
commercial goals of a toy company. A Mattel competitor, Hasbro, made a 
similar donation to establish Hasbro Children’s Hospital in Providence, Rhode 
Island. In both examples; the companies reinforced their commercial interests 
while helping sick children. 
• Dell Computer Corporation has a large economic impact on central Texas, 
where it is headquartered and does manufacturing. It has 22,000 employees in 
the region and estimates it is responsible directly or indirectly for the creation 
of 28,000 other jobs and $5 billion in annual economic activity. Recently, Dell 
expanded its manufacturing to Tennessee, becoming one of that state’s largest 
employers. The Dell Foundation only funds charities and projects in two 
Texas counties and two Tennessee counties where it is a major presence. In 
these counties it focuses on funding oriented toward youth and gives to a 
range of health and welfare charities. It emphasizes funding for projects that 
improve access to computers in schools. In this way, Dell has aligned its 
charitable activity with the goals of strengthening the local economy and 
promoting use of its products among future consumers. 
 
Not everyone approves of strategic philanthropy. The mixed motive of the 
corporation departs from the pure altruism found in religious parables. One critic calls 
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it “self-serving and self-interested,” just “business by other means.” Defenders retort 
that looking behind goods deeds to disparage the benefactor’s motive is arrogant. This 
raises a question. Does it matter why a corporation does a good deed? 
 
1.2.4.3 Venture Philanthropy 
Ben Cohen, the co-founder of Ben & Jerry’s, is desiderated to social action. 
He left the company after Unilever bought it in 2000 and, with money from the sale, 
set up a philanthropic fund for helping poor neighborhoods. This fund-called the 
Barred Rock Fund since Unilever prohibited use of the Ben & Jerry’s name-started by 
investing $5 million in a small Philadelphia cleaning products company in return for 
80 percent ownership. With the injection of this money, the company’s 14 workers 
got health insurance for the first time and wage increase of up to 23 percent. 
However, Cohen is not giving a passive gift like a corporate foundation engaging in 
either traditional or strategic philanthropy. He considers the $5 millions an 
investment, is advising company managers, and plans to use profits from the company 
to buy other companies that can be helped in the same way. 
 
 Cohen’s method is an example of venture philanthropy, or charitable giving as 
an investment that is actively managed to meet the goals of the investors. It is an 
attempt to bring the philosophy of venture capital, which funds entrepreneurs and new 
business idea, to the world of charitable giving and nonprofits. Unlike the world of 
venture capital, however, the criteria for investment are not purely financial gain. The 
performance of the nonprofit or social entrepreneur is usually measured using non-
dollar indicators. Like venture capitalists, venture philanthropists such as Ben Cohen 
actively participate in their investments. 
 
 The software company web Methods set up a venture philanthropy foundation 
to invest in nonprofits that work for low-income housing in its Washington, D.C., 
headquarters area. The web Methods Foundation entered into a partnership with 
Jubilee Enterprise, a nonprofit that refurbishes lower-rent apartments. A large 
foundation grant supports the nonprofit, but web-Methods also provide employees 
who volunteer their labor and give management assistance. This active support 
39 
reflects the underlying feeling in the venture philanthropy movement that traditional 
corporate contributions are limp gestures-splintered, made largely to improve 
corporate reputations, and untracked for results. Venture giving, on the other hand, is 
focused, designed for concrete change, and measured for result. 
 
 Venture philanthropy is only a tiny fraction of all philanthropy. It has received 
much attention recently because newly wealthy entrepreneurs in technology 
companies have favored it. Yet the notion is old. A prominent example of venture 
philanthropy is Newman’s Own, a foods company set up in 1982 by actor Paul 
Newman that donates all of its profits to a spectrum of charities, for example, summer 
camps for seriously ill children. 
 
1.2.4.4 Cause-Related Marketing  
Cause-Related Marketing is a marketing method linking a corporation or 
brand to a relevant social cause so that both benefit. Brands are used in marketing to 
differentiate products, especially mass-produced products that consumers might see as 
interchangeable commodities if they lacked brand qualities. Companies spend heavily 
to endow brands with values that will attract consumers and allow them to charge a 
price premium. In the past, branding created attributes in the consumer’s mind in two 
dimensions. One was a description of products and the benefits of using them that 
appealed to the logical mind. The other was image creation designed to engage 
consumers on an emotional level. 
 
 Due to the rise of postmodern values in developed markets, consumers are 
now more focused on social issues than in the past, and their buying decision reflect 
this. A recent survey of U.S. consumers found that 79 percent have taken into account 
the social responsibility of a company before buying that firm’s product. Corporations 
realize that if their brand is associated with a social cause it creates a third attribute 
dimension by appealing to the conscience of consumers. In cause-related marketing 
the corporation calculates it will add this ethical dimension to its brand while also 
doing a philanthropic good deed. Examples follow: 
• In the early 1990s American Express encountered restaurant owners who felt 
its card fees were too high. Enough restaurants refused the cards when they 
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were tendered that, rather than face rejection, many cardholders chose to use a 
competing card instead. To counteract this, the company started a cause-
related marketing campaign called “Charge Against Hunger” in which it 
donated $0.3 per transaction to nonprofit anti-hunger groups during the 
holiday months of November and December each year. The campaign created 
a clear link between raised $21 million in your years for donations to 600 anti-
hunger groups. It also increased charge volume by 12 percent and raised the 
opinion of restaurant owner s about the card. 
• In Australia, Kellogg’s faces intense competition from two stronger cereal 
brands, Sanitarium and Uncle Toby’s. To strengthen the value of its brand, it 
started a cause-related campaign to link Kellogg’s cereals with social concern 
for young consumers. It began a partnership with Kid’s Help Line, a 24-hour 
telephone number that 5-10 18-years-olds can call 24 hours a day to get free, 
confidential counseling. Kellogg’s donates $.05 per package sold to Kid’s 
Help Line and advertises the service on television and on cereal boxes. The 
help line has now received more than $1 million, enabling it to hire more 
counselors and field a rising number of calls. Kellogg’s cereal sales have had a 
strong increase. 
• Avon Products is the world’s largest seller of beauty products. Almost all of 
its revenues come from direct sales through 3.4 million part-time, 
predominately female, and sales representatives in 139 countries. The Avon 
brand is internationally known, but the company’s reliance on direct selling 
carries and old-fashioned, down-market connotation. Avon decided to use 
cause-related marketing to burnish its brand image. The vast majority of 
Avon’s sales are to women. Its CEO is a woman as are 71 percent of its 
managers. Research showed that the cause of fighting breast cancer struck a 
responsive chord among its customers and sales representatives, so Avon 
began donating to breast cancer detection, treatment, and research when 
customers bought products (such as the $4 “Courageous Spirit” lipstick, of 
which $1 becomes donation). Since 1993 Avon has collected $150 million for 
breast cancer causes, and its brand increasingly carries this connotation of 
caring. 
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Cause-related marketing raises big sums of money for worthy causes but like 
other forms of strategic philanthropy, its mixture of altruism and self-interest invites 
criticism. Critics note that companies pick causes based on research about what 
consumers care about, instead of research to find the most desperate needs. The 
campaigns offer a quick and easy way for consumer to relieve their sense of guilt at 
living comfortable, material lives while others suffer. Moreover, what happens to the 
needy beneficiaries of brand-enhancement drives when the marketing benefits of the 
cause wear off and the campaign ends? Corporations, however, do not see commercial 
interests as ethically inferior to other motives the way critics do and believe that the 
concrete benefits of cause-related projects far outweigh any truth behind clever 
arguments about base motives. Many nonprofit organizations actually favor marketing 
links with corporations. Some have sought out marketing directors to pitch the mutual 
benefits of a tie-in with their cause. 
 
1.2.5 Social Auditing and Reporting 
A social audit is an assessment of the impacts of a corporation on society. 
Unlike a traditional audit based on financial measures, it is an accounting of social 
performance based on a range of qualitative and quantitative measures. With a social 
audit, managers may compare the impacts of a firm to its aspirations and the 
expectations of its stakeholders. 
  
The idea of a social audit is simple, and companies have long practiced at inn 
rudimentary and informal ways. However, doing a rigorous, objective, and credible 
social audit is an arduous task, and the results can be inconvenient for the corporation. 
This has retarded the practice of social auditing. The idea of systematic, publicly 
reported audits by companies emerged as a serious topic in the 1960s and 1970s. At 
the time, a few large firms, including Bank of America, Chase Manhattan Bank, 
Exxon, and Philip Morris, did widely publicized social audits. Atlantic Richfield 
Company published a social balance sheet in which it weighed the pluses and minuses 
of its social performance. A 1974 survey sound that 76 percent of 284 companies did 
some form of social auditing by assessing social activities. 
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 Early interest in social auditing waned. One reason was the massive increase 
in environmental and social regulation that hit business in the 1970s. These 
regulations contained heavy reporting requirements that were, in effect, government-
mandated social audits. However, recent emphasis on social performance by 
corporations has renewed development of formal social auditing. No single form of 
social audit exists. Many approaches are adopted, and what is done depends on who is 
doing it and for what purpose. 
 
 External groups do some social auditing of corporations. The primary source 
of systematic external assessment is socially responsible investors and funds. 
Corporate social audits have a variety of forms and purposes. Some smaller firms 
driven by social responsibility strategies, such as The Body Shop and Ben & Jerry’s, 
have made public detailed and candid social audits to underline their progressive 
philosophies. Larger corporations tend to publicize positive actions and rarely contain 
discussion of shortcomings or poor performance. A few reports come in response to 
criticism. Under attack by activists for its operations in impoverished, war-torn Sudan, 
Talisman Energy, a Canadian oil company, produced an extensive report of its 
impacts and activities in that nation. PricewaterhouseCoopers, U.K., verified 
information in the report. A recent surge of interest in social auditing has created a 
new market, and global accounting firms such as PricewaterhouseCoopers, KPMG, 
and Arthur Andersen have entered the field. Their verification efforts increase 
believability of the reports, but some critics charge that companies have an incentive 
to hire “soft” and “friendly” auditors from firms that have a financial conflict of 
interest. 
 
 One notable effort to create a social audit format is the Global Reporting 
Initiative (GRI), a partnership of the United Nations Environment Programme and the 
Coalition for Environmentally Responsible Economies (CERES). In the late 1990s, 
the GRI developed guidelines for reporting what it calls a triple bottom line, that is, a 
calculation of corporate economic, environmental, and social performance. These 
guidelines were crafted by consulting with corporations, advocacy groups, 
universities, and accounting firms. They introduce a standard format and simplify 
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comparisons between companies. The GRI is voluntary, but large companies around 
the world have begun to adopt its temple, including American Home Products, 
AT&T, British Airways, Ford, General Motors, Royal Dutch/Shell, Nokia, and Ricoh. 
The key to the GRI is the set of indicators (see the accompanying box) that have been 
generated and refined by working groups. Some are generally applicable to all 
companies. Others are appropriate only for certain firms or industries. For example, 
statistics on fuel consumption by fleet vehicles are appropriate for an express carrier 
but not for a software manufacturer that downloads products online. Some indicators 
are designed to frame corporate activity in the context of broader society. Companies 
are encouraged to state emission, for example, discharges of sulfur compounds by an 
electrical utility, as a percentage of total sulfur emissions in a region. Companies are 
also encouraged to use indicators that connect the triple bottom lines. For example, an 
estimate of human health affects from the sulfur emissions of a utility links the 
environmental and social bottom lines. 
 
Social auditing and reporting by companies is increasing. Although the GRI 
and other initiatives to develop and standardize it are promising, there are major 
obstacles to its becoming widespread. First, measuring social performance is far more 
complex than measuring financial performance. There is no agreement about what 
social performance should be. Even if there were, core elements of it such as ethical 
behavior are not easily captured by numbers. Second, candid and verifiable audits 
increase corporate credibility but leave firms open to criticism. Does any based on 
statistical risk of exposure to substances in its emissions? Should General Motors 
report not only the number of vehicles it makes but also the number of people who die 
in them? However, none of these difficulties stand in the way of voluntary, limited, 
and partial auditing of social performance or the slow evolution of standards. 
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1.2.6 SOCIALLY RESPONSIBLE INVESTING 
Mutual funds that assemble socially responsible portfolios for principles 
investors also do systematic evaluations of companies. There are almost 200 such 
funds. They include index, growth, balanced, international, small company, bond, and 
money market funds. The funds purchase shares of companies that pass through 
screens, or tests based on specific criteria used by the und to define what is and is not 
responsible. The subjective nature of corporate responsibility is revealed in the wide 
variety of criteria used by different funds. 
  
The Domini Social Equity Fund, perhaps the best known, is an index fund of 
approximately 400 companies. To pick these 400 companies, analysts examined about 
650 firms, sifting through them to weed out the less responsible ones. Exclusionary 
“sin” screens cut companies that produce nuclear weapons or nuclear power. 
Remaining companies are subjected to positive screens that assess philanthropy, 
employee relations, diversity, environmental performance, product quality, and 
support for human rights in non-U.S. operations. This philosophical approach to 
screening in and screening out is widely copied by other social responsibility funds. 
Several studies show that over multiyear periods the Domini Social Equity Fund has 
outperformed its benchmark, the Standard & Poor’s 500, but by only a tiny margin. 
 
 Other funds for principled investors use screens that reflect divergent social 
values. The Timothy Plan Mutual Fund for conservation Christian investors screens 
out companies that engage in activities it considers unbiblical. It cuts out companies 
in the alcohol, tobacco, and gambling businesses; in addition, it eliminates firms that 
produce sexually explicit and violent entertainment, firms that make medical products 
used in abortions, and firms that recognize gay employee groups or give benefits to 
domestic partners. The Myers Pride Value Fund, on the other hand, was established to 
invest in firms with gay-and lesbian-friendly policies. The American Trust Allegiance 
Fund, a fund for Christian Scientists, screens out the health care industry. 
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 The use of screens is an art. Exclusionary screens invite in-or-out choices, but 
their boundaries are not always sharp. For example, if on principle a screen excludes 
tobacco companies, should it also block forest products firms that make cigarette 
paper or the cellulose in filters? Chemical companies that make cellophane for 
cigarette packs? Super market chains that sell cigarettes? Companies owned by 
tobacco companies in unrelated industries? To what extent should principled 
objection travel a chain of complicity in the disfavored product? As one fund manager 
notes, “It’s difficult to be a purist in this. You can draw that line so sharply that all 
your investments are in environmentally friendly factories where nuns make choir 
robes.” Some funds try. The Amana Growth Fund invests according to Islamic law 
and screens out not only companies that produce alcohol but also restaurant chains, 
hotels, and supermarkets that get sales revenue from it. The fund also screens out 
banks, because in Islamic it is considered wrong to profit from interest. However, 
tobacco and nuclear power companies are acceptable. Positive screens may also 
present difficult choices. How should various actions be weighed? What criteria 
should be evaluated in each area? How much can information from a company be 
trusted? 
 
 This brief survey of socially responsible funds confirms that when the 
definition of corporate social responsibility moves from abstract principle to specific 
criteria, disagreement arises. Contrasting values cause this disagreement. At the level 
of specific criteria, the definition of responsibility is subjective. There is no evidence 
that, as a group, socially screened funds perform better over the long run than 
unscreened funds. 
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CHAPTER – 2 RESEARCH PLAN 
 
2.1 Introduction 
In todays globalize economy corporate play a major role in shaping the quality 
of life of the society as a whole. According to Nobel Laureate Amartya Sen, “Market 
forces alone are not sufficient for equitable distribution, and some sort of intervention 
is required, be it political or from business houses, towards society.” In recent times 
corporate social responsibility has assumed lot of importance not only among the 
corporate but also among the policy-makers. It is but natural that corporate are 
responsible to the society for their activities and owe to the environment in which they 
operate. 
  
The European Union defines Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) as “a 
concept that an enterprise is accountable for its impact on all relevant stakeholders. It 
is the continuing commitment by business to behave fairly and responsibly and 
contribute to economic development while improving the quality of life of the work 
force and their families as well as the local community and society at large.” In broad, 
CSR means a collection of policies, programs and practices adopted, followed and 
recognized by a company that is based on certain values including respect for people, 
communities (in which the company operates) and the environment. 
  
Serious concerns are being raised about the socially responsible behavior of 
the companies operating in developing countries. Developing counties are closely 
scrutinizing the activities of he companies. Even International organizations such as 
the UN are increasingly trying to develop CSR strategies that encourage both good 
governance and responsible investment in the developing economies to provide a 
better quality of life for its citizens. 
  
The various dimensions of Corporate Social Responsibility include; Human 
Rights, Working Conditions, Equality and Diversity, Consumer Protection, 
Environment and Health Impacts, Economic Development, Ethical Business 
Practices, and Lobbying and Political Influence, Businesses’ Role in Conflict Zones. 
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Today companies are increasingly adopting socially responsible practices because of 
their long-term benefits. Some of the benefits are: 
• Adds on to creating and maintaining high reparation. 
• Secures strong relationship with stakeholders. 
• Creates a better, safer and more stimulating work environment. 
• Improves business management efficiency. 
• Protects from boycott actions. 
• Makes access to funding easier. Allows benefiting from fiscal advantages and 
administrative facilitation.  
• Reduces enterprise risk. 
• Contributes to increasing shareholder value in the markets where ethical 
indexes are adopted, such as Dow Jones Sustainability index. 
 
2.2 The Evolution and Growing Interest  
Business and corporate philanthropy can be traced back to the pre-
Independence days in India, when companies funded education and other social 
welfare activities. During the Independence struggle, Indian companies supported 
Mahatma Gandhi’s cause for development of the nation, thus many of them were 
involved in providing education, health services, and even clean water. But 
philanthropy is different from CSR. CSR essentially means a more integrated and 
proactive action towards the entire stakeholder while philanthropy could be a 
charitable donation to the citizens in and around the area of operation of the company. 
 
 Even after independence, companies such as Tisco and other public sector 
enterprises voluntarily contributed to community development. However, mere 
contribution to community building doesn’t make a company socially responsible.  
 
 While companies in North America and Europe are pressured by stakeholders 
to adopt CSR practices, the Indian companies so far have not faced any such 
pressures. Also while companies in developed countries report their activities 
adhering to the Global Reporting Initiative (see box); in India companies are still not 
legally bound to formally report CSR activities. 
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 Soon after Independence, the Government of India committed itself to the 
creation of democratic socialistic society. It has decided to promote a rapid rise in the 
standard of living of people through industrialization within the framework of 
democratic institutions. The concept of mixed economy is adopted and public sector 
and private sector organizations are promoted to function together to achieve 
economic progress with social justice. Mangers of business organizations in both the 
sectors are directed and exhorted by government to operate their organizations in the 
larger interests of public. 
 
 At the instance of Late Jaya Prakash Narayan, a great Sarvodaya leader, India 
International Center and Gandhian Institute of Studies organized a seminar on ‘Social 
Responsibilities of Business’ in 1965 and initiated a continuing public debate on it. 
Some managers of leading organizations have responded to the call and launched on a 
variety of social programmes. In so doing, they have intensified the debate on social 
responsibilities of business in India. 
 
2.3 Debate on Social Responsibilities of Business 
 Indian Incorporation has to make a very big leap to be with their western 
counterparts. However Indian ethos and values have prevented any bigger pitfalls as 
far as implementation of social responsibilities are concerned. Actually it is the Indian 
traditional that since the childhood children are taught the aspects of ethics and good 
being. It is observed that Indian managers are opposite in direction from west as far as 
fair business practice is concerned. However the debate is also on how much you 
contribute materially. It is observed that Indian managers and corporations most of 
time stay away from mal practices as it is said that Indian managers manage the 
companies after hearing the voice of soul. But what about the material contribution? 
There are very few corporations, which contribute heavily in the upliftment and 
developing the society. On top of the list stands the Ratan Tata whose tata sons has 
contributed in lump sum Rs.170 crore rupees in implementing various projects and 
schemes at rural and urban level. It is further observed that most of the corporations 
tend to contribute in the urban development and neglect the rural areas where majority 
of the Indians live. However the fair part is that majority of the corporations now a 
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days are coming out with sponsored and independent NGOS and such NGOS are 
really doing good in various issues of social responsibilities. 
 
2.4 Research Problem 
  “An Evaluation of social responsibility practices of selected corporate units.” 
The same can be expressed in the following questions. 
The on going debate on social responsibilities of business gives rise to some question: 
(1) What are the attitudes of the managers of Nifty companies and non-Nifty 
companies towards practicing corporate social responsibility? Do they differ 
significantly?  
(2) Weather attitude of top managers and middle managers differ that of Nifty and 
non-Nifty companies? 
(3) What practice adopted by selected Nifty and non-Nifty companies for social 
responsibility? Do they differ significantly? 
 
Above questions gave rise to some further research. An extensive research has 
been undertaken to quantify the research and two set of area have been identified. 
First set consists of what managers think? And second set consists of how companies 
act? The ongoing research has provided the base for the further study. The first area 
has been further analyzed in three major areas namely need for and rational of social 
responsibility, approaches of the practice and lastly implementation and practice of 
social responsibility. In the first area topics like social relief and reconstruction, 
internal employee service programme, job creation, encouraging consumerism, 
support of minority enterprises, pollution abatement, resource conservation measures, 
society improvement programme, rural development and foreign investment have 
been identified. In the second set of questions various topics of operational aspect of 
social responsibility, social aspect of social responsibility, environmental aspect of 
social responsibility and social development aspect of social responsibility have been 
identified. Thus over here the main problem is divided into several sub problems and 
various set of questions related to the sub problems have been furnished and all these 
questions to gather furnish a problem statement i.e. “An Evaluation of Social 
Responsibility Practices in Selected Corporate units.” 
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A brief survey of literature is made to note findings related to these issues 
raised. 
 
2.5 Literature Survey 
 During the last two decades, a good number of research studies have been 
made on various aspects of business-society relationships. An attempt is made here to 
present a brief review of some research works that have direct and indirect relation to 
the research problem. 
 
The literature review has been conducted for classical period i.e. up to 1990 
and modern period after 1990. It has been presented over here. 
 
2.5.1 Literature review in classical period 
 
Acceptance  
 Various surveys have established that the managers, particularly of large 
corporations, accept a responsibility of establishing social policies for their 
corporations. 
  
Louis was one of the first to survey managers with regard to social problems. 
His survey of 350 executives polled by Fortune magazine showed that 10 percent felt 
that the sole business of business was to make a profit. At the end of the spectrum 
were 17 percent who said that business should assume social responsibility even at the 
cost of reduced profits. In this same poll, 95 percent of the respondents said their 
companies were involved in the social programme. 
  
In 1971, the Harvard Business Review surveyed 3,453 of its subscribers and 
asked them how valid they thought, each of the following observations were: 1) “A 
Corporation’s duty is primarily to its owners and only to its owners,”2)” A 
Corporation’s duty is primarily to its owners and secondarily to employees, 
customers, and the public,”3)” A corporation’s duty is to serve as fairly and equitably 
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as it can the interests of four, sometimes competing, groups-owners, employees, 
customers, and the public,”4)” The primary duty of the enterprise is to itself-to ensure 
its future growth and continued functioning as a profit-making supplier of goods and 
service.” Seventy four percent responded that the first statement was the least valid of 
the four. Only 2 percent said it was the most valid. Sixty-one percent said that the 
third statement was the most valid.  
 Holmes conducted a similar survey among the Fortune 500 in 1976 and 
concluded that the trend toward greater acceptance of social responsibilities was 
continuing. 
 
 The survey of Hammaker, Norninman and Rader and Bowman reported that 
more managers were concerned with establishing stronger ethical and moral policies 
to govern the actions of managers in their operation. 
 
 John steiner conducted direct interviews with top executives about their 
beliefs. He made videotapes of approximately 15 chief executive officers of major 
corporations, in a continuing series, concerned with their social attitudes. 
 
 Gill and Leinbach studied the attitudes concerning social responsibility by 
taking a sample of 83 companies in Hong Kong. They found that there is an 
understanding and appreciation to corporate social responsibility. However, they 
opined that it would not become a reality (before Great Britain’s lese from China 
expires), under the present politico-economic conditions. 
 
 Abdul Farooq Khan made an investigation into the perceptions of corporate 
social responsibility among 41 Senior Executives of companies in Delhi and 
Ghaziabad district in U.P. in India. He found that 98% of respondents agreed that 
social responsibility was relevant to business. They considered profit an equally 
important goal. 
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 He conducted another survey of executive perceptions in England adopting 
mail questionnaires and interview method. From a sample of 46 respondents, he found 
that almost all managers were in favour of corporate social responsibility. 
 
 Webley reported in his survey that over 90% of the 130 U K Chief Executive’s 
questions agreed with the statement that the company has functions and obligations 
beyond the pursuit of profit. 
 Harmon and Humble57 found in a survey of opinions in Britain for the 
Management Center Europe, that there seems to be an increase, in general, in the 
awareness and acceptance of social responsibility in business. 
 
Social Areas of Concern 
 Considerable research activity has taken place in recent years with respect to 
specific social policies of corporations. Coppock, Dierkes, Snowball and Thomas, 
studied 300 randomly selected issues of Newsweek, Time, and Business Week; and 
285 annual reports of 57corporations for the years 1965, 1967, and 1971. This study 
showed a substantial increase in pressures upon business to undertake social 
programmes, a growing awareness by business of these social pressures, and an 
increasing response by business to them. The business response with respect to 
particular types of programmes varied somewhat with the social pressures for action. 
During the years served, a total of 1,963 different issues were reported. The reporting 
of self-defined fields of social action showed a very large increase during the period 
surveyed. 
 
 Corson and Steiner sent a questionnaire to 750 companies concerning their 
social programmes and received responses from 284 of them. In this survey 
respondents were asked whether they had made any significant commitments of 
money and or personal time in 58 activities covering ten fields of social responsibility. 
The results showed a surprisingly large commitment to most programmes. The two 
programmes receiving the most attention were first, “ensuring employment and 
advancement opportunities for minorities”, (244 responses); and, second “direct 
financial aid to schools, including scholarships, grants, and tuition refunds” (238 
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responses). Even the programmes receiving the least attention were far from 
neglected. The lowest was: “designing programmes to enhance the effectiveness of 
the Civil Service”, (22 responses). The next was “encouraging adopting of open-
housing ordinances (31 responses).” 
 
 Another broad comparative survey is that of Buhler and Shetty. They studied 
232 major corporations, from among the Fortune 500, to determine how and to what 
extent they were involved in social programmers. This research indicated that the 
greatest involvement in social programmes concerned quality control to meet 
consumer expectations, anti-pollution activities, and employment and training. 
Motivations for social programmes were probed and the conclusion was that 
enlightened self-interest was the most important motive for social action in urban and 
consumer affairs. 
 
 The Council on Economic Priorities has prepared in depth analyses of 
experience of paper companies with pollution programmes (1972), safety, efficacy, 
and research productivity in the pharmaceutical industry (1973), product safety and 
the cost of credit in the retail industry (1974). 
 
 Henry examined the policies of 49 companies and found that 38 had a formal 
written policy on environmental protection (1972). 
 
 Corwin and Thieblot have addressed themselves to case analysis of the 
employment and promotion of minorities in specific banks. 
 
 Sethi has made extensive library research analyses of social programmes of 
companies such as the Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s (San Francisco), problems 
with the construction of a nuclear power plant at Bodega Bay; the Eastman Kodak’s 
conflicts with minority groups; and Crown Sellacbach Corporation’s policy with 
respect to equal employment opportunity regulations under the Civil Rights Act of 
1964. 
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 Cohn in a survey of 247 major corporations carried out in the US found that 
201 companies have some sort of urban affairs programme underway. 
 
 McGuire and Parish studied the rapidly accelerating corporate involvement in 
urban problems of the United States and reported that nine out of every ten executives 
said that the recent increased involvement in business in urban affairs is likely to be 
permanent. 
 Webster found in a research survey of 157 companies in the US that business 
responses to consumerism pressures has been more in the form of token response and 
isolated action than a co-ordinate programmed of positive planned action. 
 
 Moss reported in his study of consumer affairs programmes of Fortune’s 
largest 300 industrials, that the companies accorded major importance to quality 
control, design improvement and bettering customer service. 
 
 Newmann conducted a study on social issues of transnational enterprises and 
concluded that profit-sharing, local employment and local ownership are major areas 
of social concern and that managements of transnational are considering more 
delegations of authority, local autonomy and employment of higher percentage of 
nationals in managerial positions as appropriate moves to reduce local tension. 
 
 Abdul Farooq Khan in his study of 41 British Companies found that medicare, 
quality control, employment and training, contributions to education, air and water 
pollution are receiving greater attention. 
 
 In yet another study of perceptions of 41 senior executives in India, Abdul 
Farooq Khan72 found that control and product design improvements received greater 
priority than urban renewal and development, cultural activities and environmental 
affairs. 
 
Implementation  
 Ian Wilson of General Electric made a pioneering work in the area of 
identifying constituent interest, which ought to be considered in setting social policy. 
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His research was based upon in depth interview with various constituents, analysis of 
general, evolving, social trends and attitudes, reading the works of opinion leaders, 
and cross-impact analysis. 
 
 Corson and Steiner in their survey found that a number of companies (15 out 
of 254) undertook a social audit “to identify those social programmes which the 
company feels it ought to be pursuing.” 
 On the overall process of institutionalizing social policy in the decision 
making process, one of the valuable contribution is that of Black who, on the basis of 
emotional observation, set forth guidelines for managing the corporate social policy 
process. 
 
 Elbert and Parket sent, questionnaires to 400 firms randomly selected from 
798 in Forbes’ roster of the country’s largest corporations. From the responses they 
found that the position of an officer responsible for corporate social responsibility, 
first generally established in 1968, had by 1973 ranked high in standing in the 
company and that the person holding the position usually report directly to the chief 
executive officer. 
 
 Lovdal, Bauer, and Treverton found that many major corporations have public 
responsibility committees. They believe the idea of such a committee is sound but that 
most companies are surviving without such a committee. They believe also that such 
committees are today in a formative state and that, because of their potential values 
they will grow in usage. 
 
 Ackerman examined the problem of policy formulation in great depth in two 
large companies in connection with policies in two areas, namely, environmental 
pollution controls and equal employment opportunity. He conducted interviews over a 
number of years with mangers, paying special attention to specialists who were 
responsible for implementing policies, and examined all pertinent documentation in 
the companies. Ackerman concluded that the implementation process covers through 
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distinct stages and can take from 6 to 8 years for full and satisfactory implementation 
(1975). 
 
 In a field study of two commercial banks, Murray corroborated Ackerman’s 
major conclusions about the problem of implementation. Both studies assume a 
reactive action model and a management, which has ample opportunity to exercise 
discretion in the selection of a pattern of adaptive action. 
 Post and Mellis made an in-depth examination of the interaction between the 
management at Polaroid Corporation and a coalition of women’s groups within the 
company from 1958 to 1972 on the issue of equal employment opportunity. The study 
found that corporate responsiveness to social issues, passes through the three stages of 
general responsiveness-cognizance of the issue, commitment to response and 
implementation of action, but cannot be categorically classified as fitting either the 
business policy or the pressure-response model. A second conclusion is that 
management commitment involves organization learning. 
 
 James E. Post examined response pattern of insurance industry to social issues 
and found that adaptive and proactive models are insufficient to explain. He 
articulated a third new conceptual model-interactive model. 
 
 James E. Post and Edward Baer investigated the complex policy problems in 
social performance of International Infant Formula Industry and came to the 
conclusion that public issues evolve through a life cycle consisting of predictable 
stages. The study identified the convergence between public policy and corporate 
policy and also the influence of factors like orientation toward the industry, basic 
business strategy states in maintaining status quo the LDCs, and management 
perception of validity to critic’s claims. 
 
 Abdul Faruq Khan, in his study of perceptions of 46 British companies in 
England found that implementation is made difficult by factors like rising prices and 
legal requirements. A similar finding he obtained in his survey of 41 senior executives 
in India. 
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Social Responsibility and Economic Performance 
 The actual relationship between social responsibility and profit is not 
conclusively established. 
 
 Markiel and Quandt (1971) and Shapiro (1973) studied the performance of the 
“clean” mutual funds, these purchasing securities only of corporations they consider 
to be socially responsible. If social responsibility is a good business, their 
performance is to be attractive. They found a negative association between economic 
performance and social responsibility. 
 
 Bragdon and Marlin found a significant, through modest positive relationship 
between return on equity of 17 firms in paper and pulp industry and Council on 
Economic Priorities’ rating of their behavior in pollution control. 
 
 Reimann found that favourability of attitudes of top managers toward a variety 
of societal elements (community, suppliers, customers, government and so on) was 
generally significantly positively related to company performance rating and 
negatively related to executive turnover. 
 
 Bowman and Haire reported a significant positive relationship between return 
on equity and their social responsibility measure, the proportion of lines of prose in 
the annual report devoted to social responsibility. Further, they found that 
performance was highest for the medium-responsibility group, next highest for the 
high responsibility group and lowest for the low responsibility group. Their reanalysis 
of the Bragdon and Marlin data yielded a similar curvilinear relationship. A similar 
pattern was reported by Sturdivant and Ginter. 
 
 Parket and Eilbirt collected data from 96 major companies concerning social 
issues. They found that, in terms of a number of economic indices, respondents to 
their survey out performed the remainder of the Fortune 500 list. They concluded that, 
since their respondents were likely to be more socially responsible than were non-
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respondents, these findings provided evidence of a favourable relationship between 
social responsibility and economic performance.  
 
 Milton Moskowitz, former editor of Business and Society, developed 
portfolios of “responsible” and “irresponsible” companies (1974,1975). The 
Moskowitz ratings were a function of many factors such as pollution control, equal 
employment opportunity, community relations, plant safety, and responsibility of 
advertising. In 1972, share value of his “responsible” companies rose 16.9% as 
compared to between 14% and 15.6% for major market indices. However, in 1973, 
his portfolio of responsible companies declined 26.3% versus 20.5% for the 
“irresponsible” companies and Bauer (1976) noted that, while Moskowitz did not 
continue the news letter in 1975, if he had 1973 portfolio of “responsible” companies, 
would have declined by 46% in 1974 versus about 30% for each of the major indices 
and only 13% for the “socially irresponsible” companies. 
 
 A study by Fogler and Nutt of investors’ evaluations of paper companies after 
substantial publicity was released about their pollution tendencies established positive 
relationship between social responsibility and economic performance. They found 
there was no unfavourable reaction to publicity about pollution in terms of changes in 
price/earnings ratios, mutual fund purchases or short-run price changes. 
 
 Sturdivant and Ginter developed a 65-item instrument to determine the profile 
of a top management group’s attitudes on socially sensitive issues. Items on the 
instrument concerned on attitudes about a variety of issues, including business, 
education, and social order. On hundred thirty key decision makers in 67 companies 
responded to the questionnaire. Further Sturdivant and Ginter classified firms as 
“best”, “honorable mention” in terms of social performance on the basis of ratings 
developed by Milton Molsowitz. Finally, data concerning ten-year (1964-1974) 
growth in earnings per share were obtained for each firm. A factor analysis yielded 13 
factors. Responses of managers from “best” firms were significantly more liberal 
along several dimensions, especially concerning racial attitudes and perceptions of the 
poor and other non-mainstream citizens, than were responses of managers from 
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“worst” firms. Further, in terms of the relative economic performance of firms, the 
“honorable mention” firms were found to outperform the “best” firms, which in turn, 
outperformed “worst” firms. Sturdivant and Ginter interpreted these results as “good 
news to advocates of greater corporate social responsiveness.” While the findings 
might suggest that liberal social attitudes on the part of key corporate division makers 
lead to socially responsible corporate action that result in good economic 
performance. 
 Buehler and Shetty, using average return on total assets as the measure of 
organizations’ income, found no significant relationship between organization income 
and degree of involvement in social action programmes. 
 
 Holmes in a survey of 192 executives found that 92% of them felt that the 
firm’s level of social involvement was at least, partially related to economic 
condition. 
 
 Ferdinand and Shatto95 examined the philanthropic programs of the United 
States’ fifty-five largest investor-owned electric utilities. The study confirmed that 
philanthropy is predictable from standard economic variables, and also that the 
breakdown among various gifts is fairly uniform across the United States. 
  
Comparative Research 
 Sethi developed a framework that facilitates cross-cultural comparisons of 
business responses to social issues and compared the performance of Japanese and 
American business within the framework. The classificatory scheme consists of four 
stages: the pre-problem stage, the identification stage, the relief and remedy stage and 
the preventive stage. He fond that the practices of Japanese and American businesses 
are to a large extent similar though there are some noteworthy differences. 
 
 Baker examined management strategies and policies relating to social 
responsibilities and company identity among six large companies all of which were 
highly oriented to consumer products. He found that each differed from the others but 
a comparison of them provided guidelines for other companies. 
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 Preston, Rey and Dierkes compared social policies of companies in Germany, 
France and Canada as revealed in three separate major studies, with results of the 
Corson and Steiner study for the United States. They concluded that there were some 
important similarities among the three countries and with the United States but there 
were also important differences. 
 A study by Collins and Ganotis in 1972 noted that within the single-company 
studies ($1 billion in sales) order, upper-level executives were in general more prone 
than their younger, junior executives to see that’ corporate commitment is necessary 
to solve social problems’. Specifically two areas-pollution controls and minority 
hiring exhibit the same pattern of attitudes toward corporate commitment, with the 
junior executives being less enthusiastic. 
 
 Lyman E. Ostuland in his study, taking a sample of 458 top managers and 557 
middle level managers established that both groups are more or less equally interested 
in social responsibilities. 
 
2.5.2 Literature review in modern period 
 World bank and International Finance Corporation conducted the study on 
corporate social responsibility; the study was commissioned by the World Bank group 
to shed light on weather corporate social responsibility affects the international 
investment and purchase decisions of the largest companies of the world. The study 
also explored the practices and performance of the companies working with host 
government on sustainability issue. More than 100 multinational enterprises 
participated. 
 
Corporate social responsibility monitor an NGO conducted a study based on 
interviews of 1000 American consumers, shareholders, employees of large companies 
and opinion leaders on changing expectations of companies. It offers insight in to how 
companies can stay ahead of the issues, manage the expectation of demanding public 
and build corporate social responsibility programs that resonate with key 
stakeholders. 
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Oekom Research an independent sustainability rating agency which co relates 
sustainability with financial performance conducted study in conjunction with 
Morgan Stanley Dean Witter that indicated shares of companies with good 
sustainability records perform better than those of their less socially responsible 
competitors. It examined 602 companies included in the Morgan Stanley Capital 
International (MSCI) world index and also rated by Oekom on social and 
environmental performance. It further calculated the share performance from 
December 31, 1999 to October 27, 2003 of companies receiving lower grades. It 
found that the best in class portfolio outperformed sustainability laggards by 23.4% 
through early December 2003; year to date performance of the best in class portfolio 
outperformed the MSCI world index as a whole by 3.8% 
 
Commercial market Strategies a consultancy firm launched an in-depth study 
of corporate social responsibility. It conducted interviews with over 50 international 
CSR managers from 14 industry sectors, analyzed trends and developed set of models 
that describe private sector approaches. 
 
Aga Khan Foundation and the NGO resource centre commissioned a study 
involving senior officials in over a hundred major companies operating in Pakistan in 
2000. The objective of the study was to access characteristics and dimensions of 
corporate philanthropy and to identify potential for future investment in Pakistan. 
 
Price water house coopers and world economic forum published a paper after 
fifth annual Global CEO survey which involved 1,161 chief executives from 33 
countries in Europe, Asia and America after September 11 and completed that in the 
year 2002. In that paper 60% of respondent do not believe that corporate social 
responsibility would assume a lower priority in the current economic climate and 
almost 70% agree that CSR is vital to the profitability of any company. 
 
Trust US published its second report in the global reporter series in November 
2002. It focuses on the emerging trends in corporate sustainability. According to the 
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study approach to the triple bottom line contributes to the top line and bottom line of 
70% of the companies under survey in the North America. 
 
US Chamber of Commerce Centre for Corporate Citizenship and Hitachi 
foundation jointly conducted the survey “ It attempts to understand and track the 
business perspective of the state of corporate citizenship in the US. More than 500 
large, medium and small companies responded to survey. 515 executives gave their 
responses. 80% of the respondents favored the concept of Corporate Citizenship. 
 
UNDP, Price Waterhouse Coopers, CII and British Council conducted a joint 
survey on corporate social responsibility. The paper presented after the survey 
highlighted perceptions, drivers, hindrances and prevalent approaches. Issues of 
corporate volunteerism and future leadership 
 
Erkki Lilkanen member of the European commission responsible for 
enterprise and the information society, has published a paper on“ Corporate social 
responsibility on the European social policy agenda.” The paper scrutinizes social 
policy matters related to the various European union countries. 
 
CSRwire conducted survey of reporting on corporate social responsibility by 
the largest listed companies in central and Eastern Europe. The survey provides 
current data concerning company’s disclosures on a range of CSR issues in annual 
report on websites.  
 
Adam Faruk under the title the new management responsibilities – a survey of 
management practice and attitudes highlighted under the ashridge corporate social 
responsibility survey that all senior managers agree upon better social responsibilities 
practices in the modern business. 700 respondents took part in survey they were all 
senior managers 32% of them where chairman, CEO or director most base in U.K. 
 
Matthew haigh conducted survey of investor’s world wide to get into the 
minds of investors considering or practicing SRI. The most significant finding: - 
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investor perceive information gap on social and environmental issues that holds them 
back from greater uptake of SRI. The questionnaire upon which the study was based 
yielded 404 responses majority (55%) from Australia and 35% from America and 
Canada. 
 
Thierry raes Montpellier conducted research on socio economic practices of 
organizations. The survey conducted for 18 organizations across 10 countries in 
Europe and concluded that large corporations are committed to fair social 
responsibilities practices.  
 
Arnold Allemany conducted the research study for Dow Corporation. In his 
broad based study of global employee opinion and action he found that employees 
tend to give more importance to better social practices when it comes to executing 
organizational policies. 
 
Charlotte Hines in his “The triple bottom line” communications director’s 
forum presented paper on “corporate social responsibility is it important? What’s the 
impact? The paper focused on how perceptions on social responsibility are rapidly 
changing because of collective efforts of government and industry. 
 
Stewart Lewis conducted a study on measuring corporate reputation. The 
survey aims at measuring reputation of various corporations in terms of relationship 
between companies and their stakeholders including consumers. It concluded healthy 
business requires healthy community and should be contributing to its creation & 
maintenance. 
 
John Leaman published a paper on environmental management in his paper he 
has revealed information on public attitudes and business response. 
 
Charlotte Hines presented a paper on sustainability of business the heading of 
the paper was “are profits enough?” The overall study focused on roll of sufficient 
profit in executing social programs by large-scale industries. 
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Ernst & Young recently commission global corporate social responsibility 
study, which provides insights into the level of value placed on CSR by senior 
management and company boards as well as the success or otherwise of organization 
trying to realize full value of such a strategy. 
J. Hellman, G. Jones and D. Kaufmann conducted a research for business 
environment and enterprise performance survey (BEEPS) to unbundled corruption 
into its specific constituent components and examine their particular courses and 
consequences. This survey of managers and owner of firms across the countries of 
Eastern Europe and former Soviet Union and turkey designed to generate competitive 
measurement of quality of governance, the investment climate and the competitive 
environment, which can be related to different characteristics of the firm and firm’s 
performance. 
 
J. Hellman and D. Kaufmann presented one paper on the inequality of 
influence this paper develops a proxy measure of the inequality of influence on the 
basis of survey evidence from 2002 (BEEPS) conducted among 6500 firms and 27 
transition countries and helps us to understand social responsible behaviour of firms. 
 
 From the survey of literature the following conclusions can be stated: 
i. Research in business-society field is in increasing quantitatively as well as 
qualitatively. Growing interest in the field among scholars and relentless 
efforts of prominent business-society analysts are responsible for this 
outcome. 
ii. There is an increasing awareness and acceptance of social responsibility 
among mangers. The areas of social concern are side ranging and include: 
equal employment opportunities, philanthropy, pollution control, 
consumerism, protection of minority interests, community development etc. 
iii. The response pattern is of varied types: resistance, adaptive, proactive and 
interactive. The response process is time taking and requires organizational 
learning. It is similar to responsiveness to traditional issues in functional areas 
but with some notable differences. Response to social issues requires 
structural arrangement and environmental scanning systems. 
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iv. Top management, is chiefly responsible for initiation and successful 
implementation of programmes. The difference between the perceptions of top 
and middle level managers on social issues are not conclusively established. 
v. Large enterprises regardless of industry classification undertake more social 
activities and structural changes that do smaller companies. 
vi. Social auditing as a means of assessment of social performance is helpful to 
identify social issues, evaluate performance and to inject social view into the 
thinking of managers. But, it suffers from the lack of acceptable measures for 
making proper evaluation. 
vii. The causal relationship between profit and social responsibility is not firmly 
established but profit is perceived as a precondition and one of the most 
important goals of business. 
 
2.6 Objective  
Objectives of the present study are: 
(1) Developing systematic information about attitude of managers towards 
accepting need for and rational of social responsibility. 
(2) To acertain the attitude of managers towards approach of the practice of social 
responsibility. 
(3) To know the attitude of managers towards implementation and practicing 
social responsibility. 
(4) The evaluation of social responsibility practice of the selected, Nifty and non-
Nifty companies in four groups namely operational, social, environmental, and 
economic practice of the company.  
 
2.7 Scope of the Study 
 This study is aimed at an evaluation of social responsibility practices of 
selected corporate units. It focuses on both the side of the coin. What managers think 
about social responsibility? And how companies practice social responsibility? 
Further the study focuses on the comparison of the practices of nifty and non-nifty 
companies. These overall studies seek to answer the following questions as the scope 
of the study. 
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(1) Social responsibility practice of selected Nifty and non-Nifty companies. 
(2) Perfection and attitude of managers of selected, Nifty and non-Nifty 
companies towards accepting need for and rational of social responsibility, 
towards approach of the practice and towards implementation and practice of 
social responsibility. 
(3) What company practice towards of operational social reasonability aspect? 
(4) What companies practice about social, social responsibility aspect? 
(5) What companies practice towards environmental social responsibility aspect? 
(6) What companies do towards economic social responsibility aspect? 
 
2.8 Hypothesis: 
(A)  
(1) Null Hypothesis: - There is no significant difference in the attitude of 
managers towards practicing social responsibility of Nifty and non-Nifty 
companies. 
(2) Alternate Hypothesis: - There is significant difference in the attitude of 
managers towards practicing social responsibility of Nifty and non-Nifty 
companies. 
(B) 
(1) Null Hypothesis: - There is no significant difference in the operational, 
social, environmental and economic practice of social responsibility of 
selected Nifty and non-Nifty companies. 
(2) Alternate Hypothesis: - There is significant difference in the operational, 
social, environmental and economic practice of social responsibility of 
selected Nifty and non-Nifty companies. 
 
2.9 The Sample 
The study is aimed at implementing “an evaluation of social responsibility 
practices of selected corporate units.” The study further focuses on two separate parts 
first part what managers think? And how company practice social responsibility? And 
second part weather there is a significant difference in the thinking and practice of 
social responsibility of nifty and non-nifty companies? To complete the whole study 
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there was the need for the generation of primary data. For the nifty companies the 
whole universe was selected, as there were only 50 companies in the whole group. For 
non-nifty companies the convenient sampling method was used, as there was the need 
to select equivalent number of companies for the non-nifty group. While selecting 
non-nifty companies special care is provided and only those companies were selected 
which are having national presence and which can stand in the comparison of the 
Nifty companies. Further the special care is taken that the company either have 
corporate office or branch office in the Gujarat so that data can be collected by 
approaching the key person of that company either personally or by sending a 
representative at that office or by mail or email. 
 
2.10 Method of Data Collection 
Since the data needed for this research are primary and related to the practice 
of the social responsibility of the selected corporate units. In both nifty and non- nifty 
companies that are located at different places in India, mailed questionnaire method is 
employed for collection. Mails were sent via both the ways by courier and by email. 
Majority of the nifty companies were approached via their branch office in the 
Gujarat as majority of the companies have either their won branch office or the 
franchisee member in the Gujarat. In several cases the leader of the branch office is 
contacted and their opinion was taken and they were included in the overall survey 
exercise.  
 
To meet the research objective of an evaluation of the social responsibilities 
practices of selected corporate units the data was generated in the specific fashion. 
Two separate areas of information were identified respectively what managers think 
and how company practice the social responsibility. Further the social responsibility 
practice has been classified in to four major areas namely operational aspect of social 
responsibility, social aspect of social responsibility, environmental aspect of social 
responsibility and economic aspect of social development of social responsibility. 
Questions are also structured for the respective areas accordingly. The questionnaire 
is developed mainly on the basis of the studies of Lyman E. Ostuland, John J. Corson 
and George A.Steiner, Sandra L. Holmes, and Study Group set up by Calcutta 
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Seminar. The questionnaire is administered on a sample of 10 executives in some 
selected large enterprises that are in the sample. In the light of the experience that is 
gained during the pilot survey, the questionnaire is shortened and restricted to two 
major areas of what managers think and how company practice? The final two set of 
questionnaires have total 12 questions for what managers think and 16 different set of 
questions for how company practice? 
 
The questionnaire contains three types of questions: 
 
(a) Questions to which responses are in Yes or No. These questions are aimed at 
eliciting the views of managers on factors leading enterprises to undertake 
social responsibility. The questionnaire contains four questions of this type. 
 
(b) Questions that are set on Likert-type scale to obtain response relating to 
attitudes where measurement is sought in terms of degree of importance or 
agreement. The scale is as given below: 
 
5-Very strongly agree/very much important 
4-Agree/Important 
3-Uncertain 
2-Disagree/Unimportnat 
1-Very strongly disagree/very much unimportant. 
 
 The respondents are asked to carefully read the statements and place X on the 
appropriate number that represents their perception in terms of agreement or 
importance. 
 
(c) Question that allow multiple responses. The respondent is free to check any 
number of items he perceives to be important. There is only one question of 
this type. 
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2.11 Data Analysis 
 
A Basic Explanation On The Statistical Evaluation. 
 For overall statistical evaluation the generated data is grouped and regrouped 
in 7 different categories. Those categories are listed below. 
(1) Analysis and Evaluation of the information for all the managers in the study 
denoted as group one. 
(2) Analysis and evaluation of the information of all top and middle level 
members i.e. evaluation of top and middle across management hierarchy 
denoted as group 2. 
(3) Analysis and evaluation of generated data for Nifty managers and companies 
across management hierarchy i.e. Top and middle level management denoted 
as group 3 management. 
(4) Evaluation of the data for the Non Nifty managers across management 
hierarchy denoted as group 4. 
(5) Evaluation of the data by comparison between all nifty managers with all non-
nifty managers i.e. across corporate ownership denoted as group 5. 
(6) Analysis and interpretation of the data for Top managers across corporate 
ownership i.e. between Nifty Company and non-nifty companies denoted as 
group 6. 
(7) Evaluation of the information for middle managers across corporate ownership 
i.e. between nifty and non-nifty companies denoted as group 7. 
 
We can present the whole explanation in the tabular form as below. 
 
1. NSE (Nifty) 
    Top Managers 
    15 Companies 
2. NSE (Nifty) 
    Middle Managers 
    17 Companies 
3.  Non (Nifty) 
     Top Managers 
   16 Companies 
4. Non Nifty 
    Middle Managers 
   16 Companies 
 
The names of the company can be seen from the separate appendix attached at the end. 
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1st group consist of all data i.e. 1,2,3 and 4 sub groups (1,2,3,4) 
2nd group consist of comparison between 1st and 3rd subgroups and 2nd and 4th sub 
groups (1,3 and 2,4). 
3rd group consist of the comparison between 1st and 2nd sub groups (1st and 2nd) 
4th group consist of the comparison between 3rd and 4th sub groups (3rd and 4th). 
5th group consist of the comparison between 1st, 2nd, 3rd and 4th sub groups (1,2 and 3,4) 
6th group consist of the comparison between 1st and 3rd group (1,3). 
7th group consist of the comparison between 2nd and 4th group (2,4). 
 
 The purpose of creating and grouping and regrouping data in the seven groups. 
 
The basic purpose of grouping the data is checking the relationship and cross 
relationship of the differed groups. The purpose is to test various dimensions. For 
example, weather there is similarity in the practice and thinking of the top managers 
of nifty and middle managers of the Nifty companies or say weather there is 
difference between the practice of the Nifty companies and Non Nifty Companies. As 
it is obvious that either thinking or the practice cannot be measured and tested with 
out a proper data structure. The proper data structure is generated with the help of 
suitable questionnaire and the suitable method. The rating scale method is used to 
evaluate everything. The overall evaluation is subdivided into two groups. First the 
conceptual understanding and evaluation and second the statistical evaluation. Latest 
information from national and international journals, books and research papers are 
studied and from those references suitable, latest and most modern evaluation is 
prepared. For the statistical evaluation simple set of questions were prepared and then 
got those rated from top or middle level managers of the Nifty and non nifty 
companies. While discussing the model questionnaire with the related sources of the 
industry it was observed that still industry is to accept those modern techniques as 
those are only theoretically proven techniques world – wide.  
 
It was further observed and realized that if questions related to those modern 
the techniques were asked then the response would be almost nil. As no companies 
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will be implementing those modern techniques were asked then the response will be 
almost nil as No companies will be implementing those methodologies actually 
because practical testing of those methods are in pipeline in different developed 
countries and further in different multinational companies of those countries. Thus 
simple set of questions were developed those are practiced and are thought by the 
managers of the Nifty and non-nifty companies the set of the questionnaire is attached 
for the ready reference in the appendix. The five point rating scale is the most suitable 
method available for evaluating both, the thinking and the practice. Further a model 
was developed to test all the data and data structures under which a systematic 
analysis was under taken and following tools were utilized. 
 
(A) Mean Scores :- 
 Responses of five-point scale were tabulated group wise as described 
in the statistical analysis and mean score for each parameter of every question 
was generated. The questionnaire was developed in such a way that most of 
the questions have multiple responses. So that later on each response can be 
treated as a separate number of responses. Each mean score against response 
represent the average measures of attitude of each group. Mean score equal to 
(3) three represent uncertain attitude while greater than (3) three represent 
favorable attitude. Mean score less than (3) three represent unfavorable 
attitude of the group. 
 
(B) Standard deviation. 
 Standard deviations are computed and presented. A small standard 
deviation means more compactness and less variability from mean it enables 
us to determine the reliability of the mean score of the group. 
 
(C) T – test :- 
To measure the overall difference and significance (weather there is 
the significance difference or not) T test was exercised on each question. 
There are total 29 different questions and sub questions on which test was 
exercised.  
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 Further each of these questions has generated data in 7 groups and 6 
out of 7 groups ere tested. For 1st group of data pairing was not possible and 
have test could not be exercised  
 
T – test for example.  
 Say for question no. 3 of the first set of questionnaire. These are total 
17 parameters, which constitute the whole group. So data will be available in 
17 different pairs (17 No. of observations). Where degree of freedom will be 
n-1 I. e. 17-1 and latest statistical software was used to generate the calculated 
value of T. Further if the calculated value of t is lower than critical (Table) 
value the hypothesis (Ho) was accepted it means there is no significance 
difference in either attitude or practice of different groups.  
 
(D) Ranks :- 
 Ranks are given to each parameters or observation within each group 
i.e. for each question in descending order. Top rank means higher importance 
or agreement given by the group for that particular observation. Because of the 
ranks it is possible to compare and contrast the attitude or practice of the 
managers or company in different groups.  
 
(E) Percentage :- 
For responses to questions, which are of Yes/No, type percentage is 
used.  
  
2.12 Nature of the Research Findings 
 The findings of the study are based on the responses of executives to the 
mailed questionnaire. A basic assumption in setting the questionnaire is the 
truthfulness and honesty of the respondent. In fact, the responses are likely to be 
colored by the respondent’s perception of social desirability of the response. 
Responses may thus not be truly indicative of the realities and practicalities of the 
situations but distorted by the respondent’s perception of the social acceptability. To 
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eliminate or reduce such bias actual performance details are to be obtained and 
correlated with perceptions. For this purpose, besides the questions inquiring ‘what 
they Think?’ questions inquiring’ what they do? Are to be incorporated. The 
responses can be correlated and validity can be determined. However what they do is 
very personal type of inquiry and from the pilot questionnaire it was clear that it is 
almost impossible to generate responses on what they do aspect. The reason was that 
most of the managers were trying to prove that whatever they are doing is ethical in 
nature and socially responsible behavior and that segment of what they do was not 
matching with our objectives of the study too as the objectives are related with the 
evaluation of social responsibility practice of the company itself not the manager then 
for that reason one another set of questionnaire is developed aiming at what 
companies do for meeting the goal of social responsibility. Thus both set of 
questionnaire are aimed at evaluating social responsibility of the companies the first 
set focuses on what managers think? And the second set focuses of what company 
practice? 
 
Despite all these efforts it is supposed that the findings of the study cannot be 
taken as true generalizations due to certain inherent weaknesses in the mailed 
questionnaire method. The findings will have to be validated by further research, 
more elaborate and in-depth type. Until such studies are made, this study can find its 
utility as an indicator of the attitudes of managers towards corporate social 
responsibility in India and the practice of social responsibility by both nifty and non-
nifty companies in the India. 
 
2.13 Limitation of the study 
(1) This evaluation is based on the primary data generated through questionnaire 
and collected from the key persons of the companies and as such its findings 
depends entirely on the accuracy of such data. 
(2) The study concentrate on both perceptions and attitude of managers and 
practice of the companies towards social responsibility. The major tool, which 
is used for evaluation, is 5-point scale known as likert scale and it has its own 
limitation. 
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(3) Different experts have got different views on evaluating attitude and general 
practice of the company hence the view used in the study for the present 
purpose can not be treated as the absolute and perfect. 
(4) As the information is generated through questionnaire and that too generated 
as the top of the mind information hence data has element of personal bias of 
the key person of the company answering questions. 
(5) Researcher being outside, external analyst obviously have no access to the 
internal information. Therefore it is hard to characterize inside view of the 
organization in the study. 
 
2.14 Some Concepts 
 The meanings of certain terms used in the study are given here. 
(1) Attitude 
An attitude is a state of mental readiness, organized through experience, 
exerting a directive or dynamic influence upon the individual’s response to all 
objects and situations with which it is related. 
 
(2) Social goals 
These are concerned with the development of human life and resources in the 
organization of the economy. The achievement of these goals mean 
broadening the base of human authority and leadership within the corporate 
system and increasing the level of imagination, sensitivity, strength and 
responsibility among people who work in the economic order. 
(3)  Social problems 
These are defined as a gap between society’s expectations of social conditions 
and present social realities. 
 
(4)  Social realities 
They mean the set of laws, regulations customs and organization along with 
the appurtenant economic, political and social process the prevail at a given 
time. 
 
(5)  Social impact 
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The direct or indirect effect of any specific corporate action on society or its 
individual members. 
 
(6)  Values 
They are culturally derived normative standards, which act as a guide in 
stating objectives or in the pursuit of goals. 
 
(7)  Social consciousness 
It means generally an awareness of human inter-dependence in society. An 
increase in this consciousness suggests that people perceive more about the 
complex relationship between themselves and others. 
 
(8)  Social responsiveness 
The pro-active response of company to social issues. 
 
(9)  Social responsibility 
It implies rising corporate behaviour up to a level where it is at least in 
congruence with currently prevailing social norms, values and expectations of 
performance. 
 
(10)  Social obligation/accountability 
It refers to the requirements that corporate group respond justly through some 
legal institution. 
 
(11)  Social balance 
The point at which, at each interface of business and society, society is gaining 
as much as it is losing as a result of the business operations. 
(12)  Social costs 
Social costs represent a debit, a diminution of wealth and expense to the 
society. They have not been recognized in economic terms and attributed 
directly to the firm and thus are left to be borne by the society as a whole. 
 
(13)  Social benefits 
Social benefits represent an addition to the wealth and gain to the society. 
 
(14)  Social audit 
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It is a means to social accountability. It is a commitment to systematic 
assessment of and reporting on some meaningful, definable domain of the 
company’s activities that have social impact. 
 
(15)  Corporation 
It is used to mean the profit seeking company of the business system. It is 
employed as a synonym to industrial enterprise. 
 
(16)  Top management 
It is defined as including only corporate level executives and division top 
management where divisions have relative autonomy. 
 
(17)  Middle level management 
It is defined as the group stretching from below division level management 
down to but not including what may be called in most company’s first level 
supervisory personnel. 
 
(18)  Quality of life 
Quality of life is the characteristic that makes life desirable. It is a concept 
related to happiness and suggests that there are objective, widely shared 
criteria for life quality: freedom amid diverse choices, monophony in 
consumption, high preference returns on investment, privacy, role and 
mobility in harmony with one’s own preferences, security, opportunities for 
self-development, balanced maintenance of diverse life forms, clean 
environment, etc. 
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CHAPTER – 3 AN EVALUATION OF 
ATTITUTE AND PERCEPTION OF 
MANAGER ABOUT PRACTICING SOCIAL 
RESPONSIBILITY 
 
 
(A) Conceptual understanding and evaluation. 
Discussion on attitude of managers about practicing and social responsibility. 
I will support my argumentation by discussing the rationale for socially 
responsible management. Given there is a rationale for social responsible 
management I will go on to discuss what I think should be the management agenda on 
social responsibility for success in the coming decade. 
 
3.1 Why Socially Responsible Management? 
Milton Friedman once said that the business of business is business. 
According to the Economist (11/23/2002), even allowing for some of the recent 
corporate scandals and the odd crooked CEO, most law-abiding companies do well 
simply as a byproduct of their pursuit of commercial profits – as Adam Smith first 
proclaimed over 200 years ago. One example of this is the global retail store Wal-
Mart. The chain employs thousands of staff worldwide, pays millions in taxes to 
society, and delivers goods cheaply to consumers. But is it conducting socially 
responsible operations and management? No, it is not. Wal-Mart has no visible 
agenda of being responsible to its stakeholders and transparent in all aspects of its 
business operations (Wal-Mart has also recently been accused of illegally forcing 
employees to work overtime without compensation, as well as firing employees 
because they favored the formation of labour unions, and is therefore possibly not 
even complying with governing laws...). 
  
But how responsible a company should be to other than just its own 
shareholders is a heated and mixed debate in the U.S., Europe and Asia. The battle is 
said to be between shareholder capitalism, which basically states that commercial 
companies should pursue exclusively the interests of their shareholders, and 
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stakeholder capitalism, which acknowledges that companies are also responsible to 
their workers, the local communities, and the environment. The debate has also to 
some degree become entangled with that of globalization. One of the main charges 
that the anti-globalization protesters put at multinationals is that they behave 
irresponsibly, as for instance argued by Klein in her challenging book No Logo 
(1999): corporations have grown so big that they have superseded government…they 
are accountable only to their shareholders…we lack mechanisms to make them 
answer to a broader public. 
 
Making it even more complex, pulling politics into this, one can to some 
degree say that the left normally demands more rules to be applied to companies, to 
make them more responsible. The right argues that governments already burden 
companies with too many social issues, using them as vehicles to limit working hours 
(in France and Germany), to promote racial harmony (in the U.S.) and to clean up the 
environment (virtually everywhere). 
 
The Economist (12/14/2002) brings a historical perspective into this 
discussion. According to the magazine, companies have willingly taken on social 
obligations without being pressured. Some examples of this are the traditions of the 
Quaker families who founded so many of Britain’s banks and confectionery firms; 
they had regular meetings where they needed to justify to their peers the good their 
businesses were doing. The notorious “robber barons” built much of America’s 
educational and health infrastructure. Pullman constructed company towns, the 
argument being that well-housed and well-educated workers would be more 
productive. Procter & Gamble pioneered disability and retirement pensions, the eight-
hour day and guaranteed work for at least 48 weeks a year. Henry Ford paid his 
workers twice the market rate. Henry Heinz paid for education in citizenship for his 
employees. Tom Watson at IBM gave its workers subsidized education and country 
club membership. And Silicon Valley’s pioneering company, Hewlett-Packard, has at 
least up to recently been arguing that profits are not the main point of its business. In 
Norway, companies as for instance Orkla and Norsk Hydro, have contributed to 
building schools, infrastructure, sport stadiums, giving people education, and so forth. 
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 Critics tend to dismiss all this as window-dressing or top leaders aiming to 
join the “doing your bit for the society” club. But Richard Tedlow, a historian at 
Harvard, argues: that the critics tend to confuse the habits of capital markets with 
those of the companies. Capital markets tend to be ruthless in pursuing short-term 
results, but most successful companies have normally tended to be more long-term 
focused (The Economist: 12/14/2002). These are arguments also taken by former 
Stanford University professors Jim Collins and Jerry Porras (1994). Between 1988 
and 1994, they asked 700 chief executives of U.S. companies – large and small, 
private and public, industrial and service – to name the firms they most admired. 
From the responses, they culled a list of 18 what they called “Build to Last” 
companies. One of their findings was that these successful companies put a lower 
priority on maximizing shareholder wealth or profits. Collins and Porras did not set 
out to find long-lived companies but, as it happened, they found that most of the firms 
had existed for 60 years or longer by (amongst other things) being sensitive to their 
environment. As Arie de Geus puts it in his book The Living Company (1997): 
corporations fail because the prevailing thinking and language of management are too 
narrowly based on the prevailing thinking and language of economics.  
 
But the capital markets are a strong force. Institutional investors and pension 
funds are an increasingly bigger and anonymous owner in many companies 
worldwide today. Such investors naturally desire a reasonable return on their 
investment through profits, increases in share value, company growth, and future 
market potential. Quarterly performance pressures are today a “normal” part of 
corporate life and are something most companies are adapting to. But as shown by 
Collins and Porras (1994), the goals of short-term earnings and long-term societal 
responsibility need not be mutually exclusive. It is also often not possible to 
differentiate the habits of capital markets from those of the companies. But one can 
ask where the boundaries of a business are. And what are the forces pressing for 
greater social responsibility?  
 
3.2 Forces pressing for more Socially Responsible Management 
There are several signals indicating an increased pressure on companies to 
adopt some degree of social responsibility measures. One obvious source of pressure 
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is primary stakeholders as owners, consumers, employees, and suppliers. These are 
often interconnected, making it increasingly difficult to separate the different roles of 
the different stakeholders in a networked society, as well as the boundaries of 
business. Another source of pressures is secondary stakeholders including 
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), activists, communities, and governments. A 
third source of pressure is general institutional expectations, reflected in different 
rankings, a steady emergence of principles and standards, and new initiatives to 
publicly report triple bottom lines for measuring the financial, social and 
environmental performance of a business company.  
 
The above are all what I will call external and internal stakeholder pressures. 
A different set of challenges is what I will call business initiated social responsibility. 
This is pressure arising from companies’ need to develop new markets and 
technologies in order to develop their line of business – pushing ethical principles, 
labour standards, legal issues and accepted societal norms. A final challenge comes 
from pressures on the economic system as a whole. The need to restore confidence 
and come up with business solutions and financial mechanisms acceptable to the 
society will require other approaches from business leaders, than what we have seen 
recently. 
 
Some of these signals are briefly discussed below. 
 
3.2.1 Stakeholder Pressure 
Shareholders are today making their voices heard in many ways. Fund 
managers have for instance begun to question companies on social issues, and socially 
responsible investing, though still a relatively small-scale phenomenon, is rowing 
rapidly, according to McKinsey (Cogman and Oppenheim: 2002). In the U.S. the 
assets of what are called ethical funds now make up approximately 13 percent of 
investments under management, which is up from 9 percent in 1997. The long-held 
assumption regarding the trade-off between returns and responsible investments are 
today being questioned by several academics. One example is the DSI index which 
has outperformed the S&P 500 on a total-return basis since 1990 (Waddock; Bodwell 
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and Graves: 2002). This is also confirmed by analyses performed by Innovest – a 
leading investment research and advisory firm specializing in analyzing performance 
on environmental, social, and governance issues (www.innovestgroup.com). A 
growing number of studies suggest that at minimum a neutral and possibly a positive 
relationship between social responsible practices and financial performance can be 
found (Guerard: 1997, Sauer: 1997 and Griffin & Mahon: 1997). This is, however, a 
debated issue. It is relevant to ask whether the social responsibility practice did 
enhance final performance or if the companies performed well financially before 
implementing social responsibility practices. I will argue that the explanation is that 
both are to some degree effects of the same cause, namely, that a well-managed 
company does well in most aspects. This is a view supported by the work of Waddock 
and Graves (1997) who have concluded that there is little practical difference between 
managing for social responsibility and managing well; a broader perception of 
managers’ responsibilities mat is necessary if they are to enhance shareholder wealth. 
 
Shareholder activism is another growing force exerting pressure. In the U.S., 
activist groups as diverse as the Investor Responsible Research Center and the 
Interfaith Center on Corporate Responsibility provide investors with more and more 
information about corporate practices. Similar examples can be found in Europe. In a 
recent poll of about 25,000 people in 23 countries, 60 percent of the respondents said 
they judged a company on its social record, 40 percent took a negative view of 
companies they felt were not socially responsible, and 90 percent wanted companies 
to focus on more than just profitability (Environics: 1999). 
 
Industries such as petroleum have come under pressure from consumers. Shell, 
for instance, lost a considerable market share in Germany in 1995 after activists 
persuaded consumers that its proposed disposal of the Brent Spar platform, in the 
North Sea would harm the environment. 
 
Consumer pressure on corporate performance is kept alive through various 
consumer-oriented ratings, as for example the J.D. Power ratings of products. Studies 
by marketing firms Cone/Roper and Walker Research both indicate that consumers 
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are more likely to purchase products from companies they perceive as acting 
responsibly (Cone & Phares: 2002). This is also confirmed by work by the UK based 
Future Foundation, a think-tank specializing in monitoring and forecasting consumer 
trends (Willmott: 2001); the public exposures for most companies are therefore 
greater than ever and better availability of information makes consumers increasingly 
aware of company practices. 
 
In an increasingly knowledge intense economy, opinions on where to work are 
increasingly important for many so-called knowledge workers. “No-one” wants to be 
embarrassed about admitting where they work. Perceptions about how a corporation 
manages its wider responsibilities are often part of employee decisions about where to 
work, according to Greening & Turban (2000). If an organisation suffers a scandal, it 
can take years for its recruitment to recover. This is not only the case for “high-fly” 
white-collar workers. Several watchdog groups are also looking out for the rights of 
employees in general (for instance the Sweatshop Watch) in order to put increased 
pressure on companies to reform their practices to meet global labour standards. 
 
In addition to the above pressures from primary stakeholders, companies 
increasingly also need to meet the expectations of such secondary stakeholders as 
NGOs, activists, communities and governments. NGOs and activists, aided by the 
increasing societal transparency and electronic communication, are well known 
sources of pressure. The capacity of activists and interest groups to mobilize, to 
disseminate negative information about companies, and to take action, have never 
been greater and we have seen this force in action a lot in the past few years. They 
expect more responsibility, more information, more management, and often require a 
lot of attention from a chief executive and his/her team. 
 
Communities and even nations are becoming increasingly aware of possible 
negative consequences of eroding tax bases and lack of local commitment. According 
to Burke (1999); companies may find it necessary to act as “neighbours of choice” 
living up to standards of excellence with respect to their communities. Standards of 
community involvement will also enable companies to benchmark their own practices 
90 
against those of others. In short, it seems that companies in some cases will need to 
earn the right to operate profitably – by persuading everybody involved that the 
company has the moral right to undertake the business activity in question – and to 
establish a business norm acceptable to all stakeholders. The increasing transparency 
in society is another important factor pushing for greater social responsibility. New 
forms of accountability and visibility are emerging in the form of a number of “best of 
rankings”, a growing array of principles and global standards, reporting and 
accountability initiatives. Examples of these are rankings from Fortune 500, Industry 
Week’s “100 Most Admired”, the Financial Times’ “Europe’s Most admired 
Companies”, the UN’s Global Compact, the International Labour Office “Business 
and Social Initiative”, the Global Reporting Initiative, and the yearly rankings from 
the consultancy Sustain Ability. 
 
3.2.2 Business Development Pressure 
Several business thinkers and leaders have pointed out that a number of 
multinational companies are now closing in on the “traditional” model for generating 
growth and profits: inventing new products, rolling them out worldwide, and then 
making profits due to the effects of economy of scale. They seem to have consumed 
the first low hanging fruit of globalization – they have gone from selling 15-20% of 
their products abroad a decade ago to selling something like 50% today (Wooldridge: 
2002). Some markets are therefore not far from being saturated. At the same time, 
companies are finding it harder to come up with new product or markets. 
 
 Developing countries, on the other hand, offer attractive opportunities both as 
markets and as sources of raw materials and engineering/production capacity. But to 
meet the environmental, labour and marketing standards required to enter such 
markets, an active dialogue between businesses and local governments, authorities, 
unions and interest groups is often needed in order to develop such opportunities. 
Finding a balance between the dual demands for business development and the 
maintenance of ethical principles will pose new challenges to business leaders who 
want to take social responsibility seriously. 
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Another important market opportunity for many commercial companies is the 
privatization of traditional public services. Governments worldwide are increasingly 
using private-sector companies to provide traditional public sector services such as 
transport, infrastructure and utilities, education, health care and pensions. The effect 
of privatization is much debated. But the trend is clear and the balance, between pure 
profit makings and benefiting society is delicate. But the public sector offers much 
needed growth opportunities for many commercial companies. Companies operating 
in this field therefore face a constant battle to prove that a for-profit company can and 
will act in the best interests of all stakeholders and not only its own shareholders. 
   
Another example of much needed social responsibility is the fact that the 
exploitation of new technologies – for instance biotechnology and information 
technology – are frequently accompanied by debates about ethics. The moral 
legitimacy of the genetic research on which biotechnology depends, for instance, 
raises new and other complex responsibilities for companies towards the societies in 
which they operate. 
 
3.2.3 Pressures on the Economic System 
Finally, I will also argue that the economic system on which our societies rest 
is under pressure. As Garten (2002) puts it: We are on the cusp of a very serious 
societal backlash, not just against CEOs but also against the very structure of our 
economic and business system. Recent financial scandals and crises have pointed to 
some of the defects of the entire global economic system. The threat is not so much 
that capitalism will be replaced by something else but that the momentum behind 
economic dynamism – triggered by deregulation and liberalization over the past 
couple of decades – will be halted. An active and responsible participation from 
business leaders in solving financial market challenges by discussing regulations, 
accounting practices, minimum standards, ethics and social safety nets, will be 
required in order to restore confidence between society and business. The discussions 
need to include issues such as measures to avoid “boom and bust” business cycles by 
the use of active financial politics, in order to avoid recessions, unemployment, 
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overcapacity, excessive start-ups, etc., and possible ways to exercise greater social 
responsibility.  
 
3.3 The Rationale for Socially Responsible Management 
“So, what’s new?” one might ask. Pressures from various groups have to some 
degree always been there, and so have business development challenges. As argued 
above, companies have tended to act reasonably responsibly in the past, although with 
some exceptions. Why should they need to act in a more socially responsible way 
now? Is today’s quest for greater social responsibility just another way of restoring 
confidence after the last couple of years’ corporate scandals? According to The 
Economist (12/14/2002); companies are most effective as social players when they 
are doing things that are close to their shareholders’ interests. Why should they go the 
“extra mile” and possibly take on costs by being socially responsible, when they are 
not certain that actions in this direction will give financial payback? 
 
The answers to these difficult questions are complex. The debate on social 
responsibility in business is, as previously argued, a mixed battle of ideology; 
shareholder versus stakeholder capitalism, and politics in terms of left or right wing 
measures in order to regulate/not regulate business and markets. Leaving ideology out 
of this, I will however argue that the business of business is to some degree today not 
only business in the “traditional” context. Commercial organizations will 
increasingly, in the coming decade, need to earn the right to operate profitably due to 
increased pressure from various groups – owners, customers, employees, NGOs, etc. 
A business company will in some cases need to prove that it has the moral right to 
undertake the activity in question, and establish a value creation system and profit 
norm acceptable not only to its shareholders but to most stakeholders. The following 
arguments support this conclusion: 
 A growing number of studies suggest that at minimum a neutral and possibly a 
positive relationship between social responsible practices and financial 
performance can be found. This is a debated finding, but no negative results 
have been found, i.e. that social responsibility does not pay back in any form.  
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 A steadily increasing number of fund managers and investment firms have 
started to question and pressure companies on ethical, social and 
environmental issues, in addition to financial performance.  
 Several business writers and academics have pointed to the fact that socially 
responsible companies have an edge in attracting good employees, customers 
and suppliers, thereby increasing their own competitiveness and value. 
 Socially responsible behaviour builds trust and the company brand. Being 
cynical about this, one might also argue that such trust gives companies the 
benefit of the doubt when dealing with customers, workers and regulators. 
 The increasing transparency in a networked and interconnected society in the 
form of a number of “best of rankings”, a growing array of principles and 
global standards, reporting and accountability initiatives, all point towards an 
expansion of corporate responsibility and accountability in all aspects of 
business operations. 
 The possibility that governments will not tolerate corporate freedom of action 
because of an increased dissatisfaction with their social and environmental 
effects, and will therefore limit or eliminate that freedom – thereby creating a 
strong need to co-opt by removing its potential cause. 
 
As some companies seem to have behaved in a socially responsible way for 
many years, as argued by The Economist, what are the added requirements today or in 
the near future, if any? 
 
I will argue that most of the social measures implemented by many companies 
throughout the 20th century have basically been “social” actions taken to improve 
their own productivity and competitiveness – the social responsibility in demand 
today and in the near future is about going one step further due to the reasons 
presented above. This may seem drastic, but it is my argument that it is now time to 
tackle the paradox that, while capitalism has created more wealth than any previous 
economic system, it has possibly done so at a cost. According to Starovic (2002); the 
rating agency Trucost recently claimed that no UK company would be profitable if 
the cost of its impact on the environment was reflected in its bottom line. It is 
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debatable whether any of the most respected companies of the past 100 years have 
ever made an environmentally sustainable profit. 
 
It is therefore my conclusion that the above factors will set new requirements 
for business management in the coming decade. If so, what would be the appropriate 
management response and agenda? 
 
3.4 Societal Challenges and Management 
It is unrealistic to expect commercial companies to drop profit-making 
operations to save the planet. But responsible business development has crept up the 
corporate agenda in the past few years due to some of the pressures as discussed 
above. The year 2002 will be remembered in business circles as a year when 
responsibility in some form came back to the business arena. But is it here to stay? 
There seem to be a growing recognition in the business community of the need to 
understand and respond to some of these expectations – at least in a manner that helps 
to build a company’s own competitive edge. At the very least, businesses, if they are 
to remain viable, will need to manage risks and sustain profitability while tackling 
tough economic conditions in the years to come.  
 
The first line of defense for many firms and leaders is to produce a corporate 
social responsibility report. This is a positive development towards greater social 
responsibility but, if such reporting fails to translate into a mechanism for improving 
performance, it cannot reduce a company’s environmental impact or promote social 
equity. 
 
Social responsibility will involve structural changes, either to a company’s 
value chain or to the entire business model. Either way, many companies need to 
rethink their business management role in society. 
 
One example of this is the Co-operative Bank, recently ranked top by Sustain 
Ability as the world’s most sustainable company (Financial Times: 11/18/2002). Last 
year it refused £2.5 million of business on ethical grounds. Around 98 percent of the 
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bank’s electricity comes from renewable sources, its water consumption has been cut 
by 9 percent since last year and it saves £3.5 million a year primarily from reduced 
paper usage. It also reports that its ethical stance has contributed £20 million to its 
pre-tax profits of £107.5 million. 
 
A growing number of companies are embracing some degree of social 
responsibility. A survey by the EU Commission (CSR Europe: 2002) concludes that 
95 per cent of Norwegian medium-sized enterprises are involved in some kinds of 
socially responsible activities. More importantly, an increasing number of 
multinational and leading companies are today implementing policies and procedures 
that align private gain with public purpose. Companies as diverse as Adidas, Suez, 
Novo Nordisk, BAA, BT, Rio Tinto, South African Breweries, Shell, Unilever, 
BASF, and BP, to mention some, are starting to move from passive compliance and 
philanthropy, to gradually change the way they carry out their business activities in 
interaction with the public domain. 
 
(B) Statistical evaluation. 
 The Conceptual understanding provides ground for developing basic 
framework for the statistical evaluation. It is very difficult to develop & 
comprehensive a set of questions those can help in evaluating attitude and perception 
of managers about practicing social responsibility in the organization. Various model 
questionnaires were referred as mentioned in research methodology for developing a 
suitable questionnaire for my research round about twenty different questions were 
generated and 12 suitable questions were selected in the first group, which deals with 
evaluation of the perception and the attitude. The overall analysis in this chapter is 
done question wise. The same is presented as the research outcome in the following 
pages. 
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3.1 Statistical evaluation of question 1 
 The question is do you accept that in the 21st century financial performance of 
the company is based on social, environmental and economic performance of the 
company about 90% of managers have opined that they accept that social, 
environment and economic performance do affect the financial performance. The 
reason may be that those three non-financial performances carry the cost. Now a day 
there is continuous pressure from social and environmental groups for green 
movement. It is attached with the costs and most of the time consumers do not buy 
those products, which do not support the environmental standards. The statistical 
classification of the data is presented in the table 3.1 for better understanding. 
 
3.1. Do you accept that in the 21st century financial performance of the company is 
based on social, environmental and economic performance of the company? 
 
CATEGORY CATEGORY Yes PERCENTAGE No PERCENTAGE 
All Managers 54 84.37 10 15.27 
All Top 26 83.87 5 16.12 
 Middle 28 84.84 5 15.15 
Nifty Top 12 80.00 3 20.00 
 Middle 14 -82.35 3 17.64 
Non Nifty Top 14 87.50 2 12.50 
 Middle 14 87.50 2 12.50 
All Nifty 26 81.25 6 18.75 
 Non Nifty 28 87.50 4 12.50 
Top Nifty 12 80.00 3 20.00 
 Non Nifty 14 82.35 2 17.64 
Middle Nifty 14 82.35 3 17.64 
 Non Nifty 14 87.50 2 12.50 
 
3.2 Statistical evaluation of the question 3.2.  
The question two is do you subscribe to the view - point that industry has a 
dominant role in shaping our society in to socialistic society? 
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The response generated shows that 84.37% of managers have favored the 
statement. That signifies the highest level of positivism towards the socialistic 
approach. However no test is performed on the data as the data results are them self 
concealing and its easy to interpret the data in its simplest farm. We can easily state 
that there is no significance difference between perception of Nifty and Non Nifty 
managers about the response of this particular question. The data is presented in the 
tabular form in the table no. 3.2 for more simplification and better understanding. 
 
3.2 Do you subscribe to the viewpoint that industry has a dominant role, in 
shaping our society, into a socialistic society? 
 
CATEGORY CATEGORY Yes PERCENTAGE No PERCENTAGE 
All Managers 54 84.37 10 15.27 
All Top 26 83.87 5 16.12 
 Middle 28 84.84 5 15.15 
Nifty Top 12 80.00 3 20.00 
 Middle 14 -82.35 3 17.64 
Non Nifty Top 14 87.50 2 12.50 
 Middle 14 87.50 2 12.50 
All Nifty 26 81.25 6 18.75 
 Non Nifty 28 87.50 4 12.50 
Top Nifty 12 80.00 3 20.00 
 Non Nifty 14 82.35 2 17.64 
Middle Nifty 14 82.35 3 17.64 
 Non Nifty 14 87.50 2 12.50 
 
3.3 Statistical evaluation of the question 3.3. 
The question three is some of the criticisms leveled against industry are listed 
below. How far do you agree with them? 
 
3.1 Dominate and control national economy in the self-interest. 
3.2 Buy support from the political parties by making campaign contribution.  
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3.3 Subvert and corrupt democratic governments to serve their own interest. 
3.4 Are heavily subsidized by government franchise licenses, loan and contracts. 
3.5 Seek only to maximize profit with no regard to long run or side effects.  
3.6 Thrust heavy external cost on public in pollution, noise and ugliness. 
3.7 Overproduce and prematurely exhaust natural resources, robbing future 
generations. 
3.8  Frustrate and prevent good urban and regional planning. 
3.9 Impair the sense of community and the quality life in society. 
3.10 Make decisions that are scientific and rationalistic rather than humanistic. 
3.11 Offer little psychological satisfaction to the workers. 
3.12 Have replaced corporate democracy with oligarchy. 
3.13 Strive to maximize managerial interest, in power, security and prestige rather 
than profitability. 
3.14 Impede the entry of new firms and stifle the growth of small enterprises. 
3.15 Conspire to raise prices and to suppress improved products. 
3.16 Being in the sellers market they do very little promote interest of consumers.  
3.17 Distort the socio cultural values of the host country and generate ill will 
abroad. 
 
The presentation of the data structures and analysis of those in terms of mean, 
rank and standard deviations are presented in the table 3.3.1 to 3.3.7. The T test is 
performed on the same and results are also summarized in the table 3.3.8. 
 
The in detail evaluation of the overall questions on the basis of analysis and 
the test is presented in the following paragraphs. 
 
After over all observation and comparison of all seven groups we can say that 
mean scores of all groups for all the parameters are falling between 2 and 3 it signifies 
lower degree of disagreement on the part of manager say the mean score for 3.7 
parameter from all managers 1st group table no. 3.3.1 is 2.29 which says managers do 
not totally agree with the criticism that over produce and prematurely exhaust natural 
resources robbing future generation. The standard deviation for the same parameter 
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from the same group is 1.29, which says that there are chances that few managers in 
the whole group might have crossed the average of 3, means they might have agreed 
upon the same argument as far as degree of non agreement is concerned from positive 
to negative side 3.7 parameter is ranked 7 by all managers as per the mean scores. It 
signifies as far as order of agreement is concerned it gets 7 ranks from highest degree 
of positivism to highest degree of disagreement. As the pairing was not possible for 
all the managers’ group understanding about the data was arrived from the values of 
mean rank and standard deviation only. 
 
 The next three set of tables table no. 3.3.2, 3.3.3 and 3.3.4 are the tables which 
classifies and help us to interpret the values of the data which are tabled and 
compared under the heading across management hierarchy means -- In these 
tables comparisons are facilitated between top level managers and middle 
level managers. The reply pattern is same for all the three tables for mean and 
standard deviation. However the ranking pattern for all 17 parameters do 
differ. In-group two-table 3.3.2 Top Managers give 3.9 as Top Rank while 
middle managers give 3.13 the top rank. It means frustrate and prevent good 
urban regional planning stands as most rejected item for the top managers. 
Strive to maximize managerial interest in power security and prestige rather 
than profitability is the most rejected items for all middle managers. It do 
make sense as middle managers have least to do with powers and top 
managers have moderate to do with urban planning and development.  
 
 Table no. 3.3.2 was tested for T test and results were not significant means 
calculated value of T was 1.726 which was lower than critical value 2.12. It 
means the null hypothesis there is no significant difference was accepted for 
the test. It also shows low degree positive correlation between two groups. 
 
 Table no. 3.3.3 shows the comparison between Nifty top and Nifty middle 
managers mean and S. D. patterns are the same like 3.3.2 but the ranking 
pattern differs and Nifty top managers gives 3.3 the first rank while Nifty 
middle managers give 3.1 and 3.9 the first rank. It means the most rejected 
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item is subvert and corrupt democratic government to serve their own interest 
for top management and impair the sense of community and the quality life in 
society is the most rejected item for Nifty middle mangers. The test says that 
calculated value of T 1.40 is lower than critical value 2.12 means the null 
hypothesis was accepted. 
 
 Table 3.3.4 shows the comparison between Non Nifty Top managers and Non 
Nifty Middle managers. The mean and Standard Deviation pattern shows that 
most of the managers have favored the score between 2 and 3, which shows 
their disagreement with the criticism leveled against the industry. However 
ranking pattern has changed and 3.5 get the lost rank (15) for Top Managers 
and 3.17 get the last rank (15) from the middle managers. The data test results 
shows that calculated value of T is 0.82 which is lower than critical value I. e. 
2.12 means the null hypothesis was accepted  
Further the figure of correlation is 0.06, which shows the low degree positive 
correlation between the thinking of those two groups. 
 
 Table 3.3.5 shows the comparison between across corporate ownership, which 
means between nifty and non-nifty companies. The rank pattern shows that 
parameter 3.3 gets the top rank for the all nifty managers and 3.15 gets the 1st 
rank for the all non nifty managers. The mean scores and the standard 
deviation pattern is the same like previous tables and the test results show that 
calculated value of t 2.79 is higher than the critical value 2.12, which shows 
that the Null hypothesis was rejected. The correlation statistics shows that 
there is low degree negative correlation between thinking of these two groups.  
 
 The table 3.3.6 shows the comparison between top nifty mangers and top non-
nifty managers across corporate ownership. The data statistics for top 
managers shows that point no. 3.3 gets the top rank with mean score 2.8 and S. 
D. 1.47. It interprets as the response pattern has got fluctuation of almost 1.5 
points. It also interprets, as there are managers who have interpreted and 
responded in the favor of the criticism instead of opposing them. 
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 The response pattern for top non-nifty managers shows that observation 3.14 
gets the first rank with mean 2.48 and S. D. 1.49, which is almost same as the 
nifty managers. The test results shows that calculated value of the t 1.56 is 
lower than the critical value i. e. 2.12, which means null hypothesis is 
accepted. Where there is low degree negative correlation between the thinking 
of these two groups. 
 
 For table no. 3.3.7 the calculated value of t is 3 which is higher than the 
critical value i. e. 2.2 which shows that null hypothesis was rejected and on the 
matter of the over all issue attitude of middle non nifty and middle nifty 
managers differ significantly further there is low degree positive correlation 
between the thinking of middle nifty and middle non nifty managers. The 
ranking pattern shows that point 3.1 gets the first rank for nifty managers with 
the mean 2.29 and S. D. 1.21 while for non nifty managers item no. 3.15 gets 
the first rank with mean 2.11 and S. D. 1.31. 
 
The table 3.3.8 gives the over all summary of the test results of table 3.3.1 to 
table 3.3.7  
 
102 
 
 
3.3.1  Some of the criticisms leveled against industry are listed below. How far do you agree with them? By All Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
1 Dominate and control the national economy in self-interest  2.34 4 1.28 
2 Buy support from political parties by making campaign contributions 2.30 7 1.29 
3 Subvert and corrupt democratic government to serve their own interests. 2.36 1 1.36 
4 Are heavily subsidized by government franchise licenses, loan and contracts. 2.11 17 1.25 
5 Seek only to maximize profit, with no regard to long run or side effects. 2.20 10 1.17 
6 Thrust heavy external cost on the public in pollution, noise and ugliness. 2.27 9 1.28 
7 Overproduce and prematurely exhaust natural resources, robbing future generations. 2.30 7 1.29 
8 Frustrate and prevent good urban and regional planning. 2.16 15 1.16 
9 Impair the sense of community and the Quality life in society. 2.36 1 1.30 
10 Make decisions that are scientific and rationalistic rather than humanistic. 2.17 13 1.34 
11 Offer little psychological satisfaction to workers. 2.19 11 1.25 
12 Have replaced corporate democracy with oligarchy. 2.16 15 1.25 
13 Strive to maximize managerial interest, in power, security and prestige, rather than profitability. 2.33 5 1.32 
14 Impede the entry of new firms and stifle the growth of small enterprises. 2.19 11 1.28 
15 Conspire to raise prices and to suppress improved products. 2.36 1 1.33 
16 Being in seller’s market they do very little promote the interests of consumers. 2.31 6 1.30 
17 Distort the socio-cultural values of the host country and generate ill will abroad. 2.17 13 1.20 
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3.3.2  Some of the criticisms leveled against industry are listed below. How far do you agree with them? By All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Dominate and control the national economy in self-interest  2.42 3 1.29 2.27 6 1.28  0.15 
2 Buy support from political parties by making campaign contributions 2.35 4 1.28 2.24 8 1.32  0.11 
3 Subvert and corrupt democratic government to serve their own interests. 2.45 2 1.34 2.27 6 1.40  0.18 
4 Are heavily subsidized by government franchise licenses, loan and contracts. 2.16 15 1.34 2.06 14 1.17  0.10 
5 Seek only to maximize profit, with no regard to long run or side effects. 2.19 13 1.22 2.21 10 1.14  0.02 
6 Thrust heavy external cost on the public in pollution, noise and ugliness. 2.19 13 1.19 2.33 4 1.36  0.14 
7 Overproduce and prematurely exhaust natural resources, robbing future 
generations. 
2.29 7 1.30 2.30 5 1.31  0.01 
8 Frustrate and prevent good urban and regional planning. 2.29 7 1.10 2.03 15 1.21  0.26 
9 Impair the sense of community and the Quality life in society. 2.52 1 1.34 2.21 10 1.27  0.30 
10 Make decisions that are scientific and rationalistic rather than humanistic. 2.16 15 1.37 2.18 12 1.33  0.02 
11 Offer little psychological satisfaction to workers. 2.26 10 1.29 2.12 13 1.22  0.14 
12 Have replaced corporate democracy with oligarchy. 2.29 7 1.35 2.03 15 1.16  0.26 
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13 Strive to maximize managerial interest, in power, security and prestige, rather 
than profitability. 
2.26 10 1.32 2.39 1 1.34  0.14 
14 Impede the entry of new firms and stifle the growth of small enterprises. 2.35 4 1.40 2.03 15 1.16  0.32 
15 Conspire to raise prices and to suppress improved products. 2.35 4 1.36 2.36 3 1.32  0.01 
16 Being in seller’s market they do very little promote the interests of consumers. 2.23 12 1.20 2.39 1 1.39  0.17 
17 Distort the socio-cultural values of the host country and generate ill will abroad. 2.10 17 1.22 2.24 8 1.20  0.15 
 
3.3.3 Some of the criticisms leveled against industry are listed below. How far do you agree with them? By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Dominate and control the national economy in self-interest  2.53 2 1.41 2.29 1 1.21 0.24 
2 Buy support from political parties by making campaign contributions 2.20 8 1.21 2.18 5 1.33 0.02 
3 Subvert and corrupt democratic government to serve their own interests. 2.80 1 1.47 2.12 10 1.36 0.68 
4 Are heavily subsidized by government franchise licenses, loan and contracts. 2.07 12 1.22 2.06 13 1.20 0.01 
5 Seek only to maximize profit, with no regard to long run or side effects. 2.27 6 1.28 2.06 13 1.14 0.21 
6 Thrust heavy external cost on the public in pollution, noise and ugliness. 2.20 8 1.26 2.12 10 1.27 0.08 
7 Overproduce and prematurely exhaust natural resources, robbing future 
generations. 
2.33 4 1.45 2.24 4 1.35 0.10 
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8 Frustrate and prevent good urban and regional planning. 2.33 4 1.18 2.06 13 1.30 0.27 
9 Impair the sense of community and the Quality life in society. 2.47 3 1.36 2.29 1 1.31 0.17 
10 Make decisions that are scientific and rationalistic rather than humanistic. 1.93 17 1.28 2.18 5 1.33 0.24 
11 Offer little psychological satisfaction to workers. 2.27 6 1.44 2.18 5 1.29 0.09 
12 Have replaced corporate democracy with oligarchy. 2.13 10 1.36 2.00 16 1.22 0.13 
13 Strive to maximize managerial interest, in power, security and prestige, rather 
than profitability. 
2.13 10 1.30 2.29 1 1.36 0.16 
14 Impede the entry of new firms and stifle the growth of small enterprises. 2.00 14 1.25 1.94 17 1.20 0.06 
15 Conspire to raise prices and to suppress improved products. 2.00 14 1.25 2.12 10 1.32 0.12 
16 Being in seller’s market they do very little promote the interests of consumers. 2.00 14 1.25 2.18 5 1.47 0.18 
17 Distort the socio-cultural values of the host country and generate ill will abroad. 2.07 12 1.33 2.18 5 1.13 0.11 
 
3.3.4 Some of the criticisms leveled against industry are listed below. How far do you agree with them? By Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Dominate and control the national economy in self-interest  2.31 9 1.20 2.25 10 1.39 0.06 
2 Buy support from political parties by making campaign contributions 2.50 4 1.37 2.31 8 1.35 0.19 
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3 Subvert and corrupt democratic government to serve their own interests. 2.13 15 1.15 2.44 5 1.46 0.31 
4 Are heavily subsidized by government franchise licenses, loan and contracts. 2.25 10 1.48 2.06 14 1.18 0.19 
5 Seek only to maximize profit, with no regard to long run or side effects. 2.13 15 1.20 2.38 6 1.15 0.25 
6 Thrust heavy external cost on the public in pollution, noise and ugliness. 2.19 14 1.17 2.56 3 1.46 0.38 
7 Overproduce and prematurely exhaust natural resources, robbing future 
generations. 
2.25 10 1.18 2.38 6 1.31 0.13 
8 Frustrate and prevent good urban and regional planning. 2.25 10 1.06 2.00 17 1.15 0.25 
9 Impair the sense of community and the Quality life in society. 2.56 3 1.36 2.13 12 1.26 0.44 
10 Make decisions that are scientific and rationalistic rather than humanistic. 2.38 7 1.45 2.19 11 1.38 0.19 
11 Offer little psychological satisfaction to workers. 2.25 10 1.18 2.06 14 1.18 0.19 
12 Have replaced corporate democracy with oligarchy. 2.44 5 1.36 2.06 14 1.12 0.38 
13 Strive to maximize managerial interest, in power, security and prestige, rather 
than profitability. 
2.38 7 1.36 2.50 4 1.37 0.13 
14 Impede the entry of new firms and stifle the growth of small enterprises. 2.69 1 1.49 2.13 12 1.15 0.56 
15 Conspire to raise prices and to suppress improved products. 2.69 1 1.40 2.63 1 1.31 0.06 
16 Being in seller’s market they do very little promote the interests of consumers. 2.44 5 1.15 2.63 1 1.31 0.19 
17 Distort the socio-cultural values of the host country and generate ill will abroad. 2.13 15 1.15 2.31 8 1.30 0.19 
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3.3.5 Some of the criticisms leveled against industry are listed below. How far do you agree with them? By All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Dominate and control the national economy in self-interest  2.41 2 1.29 2.28 9 1.28 0.13 
2 Buy support from political parties by making campaign contributions 2.19 7 1.26 2.41 4 1.34 0.22 
3 Subvert and corrupt democratic government to serve their own interests. 2.44 1 1.44 2.28 9 1.30 0.16 
4 Are heavily subsidized by government franchise licenses, loan and contracts. 2.06 13 1.19 2.16 15 1.32 0.09 
5 Seek only to maximize profit, with no regard to long run or side effects. 2.16 9 1.19 2.25 12 1.16 0.09 
6 Thrust heavy external cost on the public in pollution, noise and ugliness. 2.16 9 1.25 2.38 6 1.31 0.22 
7 Overproduce and prematurely exhaust natural resources, robbing future 
generations. 
2.28 4 1.37 2.31 8 1.23 0.03 
8 Frustrate and prevent good urban and regional planning. 2.19 7 1.23 2.13 17 1.10 0.06 
9 Impair the sense of community and the Quality life in society. 2.38 3 1.31 2.34 7 1.31 0.03 
10 Make decisions that are scientific and rationalistic rather than humanistic. 2.06 13 1.29 2.28 9 1.40 0.22 
11 Offer little psychological satisfaction to workers. 2.22 5 1.34 2.16 15 1.17 0.06 
12 Have replaced corporate democracy with oligarchy. 2.06 13 1.27 2.25 12 1.24 0.19 
13 Strive to maximize managerial interest, in power, security and prestige, rather 
than profitability. 
2.22 5 1.31 2.44 3 1.34 0.22 
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14 Impede the entry of new firms and stifle the growth of small enterprises. 1.97 17 1.20 2.41 4 1.34 0.44 
15 Conspire to raise prices and to suppress improved products. 2.06 13 1.27 2.66 1 1.33 0.59 
16 Being in seller’s market they do very little promote the interests of consumers. 2.09 12 1.35 2.53 2 1.22 0.44 
17 Distort the socio-cultural values of the host country and generate ill will abroad. 2.13 11 1.21 2.22 14 1.21 0.09 
 
3.3.6 Some of the criticisms leveled against industry are listed below. How far do you agree with them? By Top Nifty managers-Top 
Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Dominate and control the national economy in self-interest  2.53 2 1.41 2.31 9 1.20 0.22 
2 Buy support from political parties by making campaign contributions 2.20 8 1.21 2.50 4 1.37 0.30 
3 Subvert and corrupt democratic government to serve their own interests. 2.80 1 1.47 2.13 15 1.15 0.68 
4 Are heavily subsidized by government franchise licenses, loan and contracts. 2.07 12 1.22 2.25 10 1.48 0.18 
5 Seek only to maximize profit, with no regard to long run or side effects. 2.27 6 1.28 2.13 15 1.20 0.14 
6 Thrust heavy external cost on the public in pollution, noise and ugliness. 2.20 8 1.26 2.19 14 1.17 0.01 
7 Overproduce and prematurely exhaust natural resources, robbing future 
generations. 
2.33 4 1.45 2.25 10 1.18 0.08 
8 Frustrate and prevent good urban and regional planning. 2.33 4 1.18 2.25 10 1.06 0.08 
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9 Impair the sense of community and the Quality life in society. 2.47 3 1.36 2.56 3 1.36 0.10 
10 Make decisions that are scientific and rationalistic rather than humanistic. 1.93 17 1.28 2.38 7 1.45 0.44 
11 Offer little psychological satisfaction to workers. 2.27 6 1.44 2.25 10 1.18 0.02 
12 Have replaced corporate democracy with oligarchy. 2.13 10 1.36 2.44 5 1.36 0.30 
13 Strive to maximize managerial interest, in power, security and prestige, rather 
than profitability. 
2.13 10 1.30 2.38 7 1.36 0.24 
14 Impede the entry of new firms and stifle the growth of small enterprises. 2.00 14 1.25 2.69 1 1.49 0.69 
15 Conspire to raise prices and to suppress improved products. 2.00 14 1.25 2.69 1 1.40 0.69 
16 Being in seller’s market they do very little promote the interests of consumers. 2.00 14 1.25 2.44 5 1.15 0.44 
17 Distort the socio-cultural values of the host country and generate ill will abroad. 2.07 12 1.33 2.13 15 1.15 0.06 
 
3.3.7 Some of the criticisms leveled against industry are listed below. How far do you agree with them? By Middle Nifty managers-
Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Dominate and control the national economy in self-interest  2.29 1 1.21 2.25 10 1.39 0.04 
2 Buy support from political parties by making campaign contributions 2.18 5 1.33 2.31 8 1.35 0.14 
3 Subvert and corrupt democratic government to serve their own interests. 2.12 10 1.36 2.44 5 1.46 0.32 
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4 Are heavily subsidized by government franchise licenses, loan and contracts. 2.06 13 1.20 2.06 14 1.18 0.00 
5 Seek only to maximize profit, with no regard to long run or side effects. 2.06 13 1.14 2.38 6 1.15 0.32 
6 Thrust heavy external cost on the public in pollution, noise and ugliness. 2.12 10 1.27 2.56 3 1.46 0.44 
7 Overproduce and prematurely exhaust natural resources, robbing future 
generations. 
2.24 4 1.35 2.38 6 1.31 0.14 
8 Frustrate and prevent good urban and regional planning. 2.06 13 1.30 2.00 17 1.15 0.06 
9 Impair the sense of community and the Quality life in society. 2.29 1 1.31 2.13 12 1.26 0.17 
10 Make decisions that are scientific and rationalistic rather than humanistic. 2.18 5 1.33 2.19 11 1.38 0.01 
11 Offer little psychological satisfaction to workers. 2.18 5 1.29 2.06 14 1.18 0.11 
12 Have replaced corporate democracy with oligarchy. 2.00 16 1.22 2.06 14 1.12 0.06 
13 Strive to maximize managerial interest, in power, security and prestige, rather 
than profitability. 
2.29 1 1.36 2.50 4 1.37 0.21 
14 Impede the entry of new firms and stifle the growth of small enterprises. 1.94 17 1.20 2.13 12 1.15 0.18 
15 Conspire to raise prices and to suppress improved products. 2.12 10 1.32 2.63 1 1.31 0.51 
16 Being in seller’s market they do very little promote the interests of consumers. 2.18 5 1.47 2.63 1 1.31 0.45 
17 Distort the socio-cultural values of the host country and generate ill will abroad. 2.18 5 1.13 2.31 8 1.30 0.14 
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3.3.8 Some of the criticisms leveled against industry are listed below. How far do you agree with them? By T- tests statistics for table 
3.31 to 3.3.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.07 0.16 0.41 L. D. P. R. 0.88 1.73 2.12 H0 Accept 16 0.10 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.07 0.21 0.29 L. D. P. R. 0.25 1.40 2.12 H0 Accept 16 0.18 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.05 0.27 0.06 L. D. P. R. 0.98 0.82 2.12 H0 Accept 16 0.42 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty 
managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
0.14 0.20 -0.18 L. D. N. R. -0.47 2.79 2.12 Ha Accept 16 0.01 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
0.12 0.34 -0.40 L. D. N. R. 0.11 1.56 2.12 H0 Accept 16 0.14 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.14 0.20 0.27 L. D. N. R. 0.28 3.00 2.12 Ha Accept 16 0.08 
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3.4 Statistical evaluation of question 4. 
 
The statistical data generated from the responses is presented in table no. 3.4.1 
to 3.4.7. The question it self is. Do you think that the public demand, for socially 
responsible behavior by industry is on increase? The question was to rate on 5-point 
scale and the resulting responses says that most of the managers have given uncertain 
mark on the scale. As this was a single question asked. So that next set of questions 
can be asked. The testing of data was not possible as multiple pairing was not 
possible. However comment are possible for all groups. Group one has uncertain 
mark with standard deviation 1.5. The group 2 has agreed upon the issue with lower 
std. deviation of 1.13, group 3 has also agreed upon the issue group 4 has given below 
natural mark with standard deviation of 1.1 and 1.2 respectively. Group 5 i. e. all 
Nifty managers and all Non Nifty managers are positive about the whole issue. Group 
6 also shows the contradictions with Top Nifty managers giving positive sign and Top 
Non Nifty managers giving Negative sign. At last group 7 has got the same response 
pattern with Nifty managers falling in the positive area and Non Nifty in the Negative 
area. 
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3.4.1 Do you think that the public demand, for socially responsible behaviour by industry is on the increase? By All Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
1 Do you think that the public demand, for socially responsible behaviour by industry is on the 
increase? 
2.98  1.45 
 
3.4.2  Do you think that the public demand, for socially responsible behaviour by industry is on the increase? By All Top managers-All 
middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Do you think that the public demand, for socially responsible behaviour by 
industry is on the increase? 
2.97  1.45 3.00  1.48 0.03 
 
3.4.3 Do you think that the public demand, for socially responsible behaviour by industry is on the increase? By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Do you think that the public demand, for socially responsible behaviour by 
industry is on the increase? 
3.80  1.32 3.82  1.19 0.02 
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3.4.4 Do you think that the public demand, for socially responsible behaviour by industry is on the increase? By Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Do you think that the public demand, for socially responsible behaviour by 
industry is on the increase? 
2.19  1.11 2.13  1.26 0.06 
 
3.4.5 Do you think that the public demand, for socially responsible behaviour by industry is on the increase? By All Nifty managers-All 
Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Do you think that the public demand, for socially responsible behaviour by 
industry is on the increase? 
3.81  1.23 2.16  1.17 1.66 
 
115 
 
 
3.4.6 Do you think that the public demand, for socially responsible behaviour by industry is on the increase? By Top Nifty managers-
Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Do you think that the public demand, for socially responsible behaviour by 
industry is on the increase? 
3.80  1.32 2.19  1.11 1.61 
 
3.4.7 Do you think that the public demand, for socially responsible behaviour by industry is on the increase? By Middle Nifty managers-
Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Do you think that the public demand, for socially responsible behaviour by 
industry is on the increase? 
3.82  1.19 2.13  1.26 1.70 
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3.5 Statistical evaluation of the question No. 3.5 
The question no. 3.5 is … what factors are responsible for the growing 
expectations for socially responsible behavior by the industry? 
 
1. Affluence of enterprise managers and the widening gap between the standard 
of living between men in industrial sector and other sectors. 
2. Exploitation of society’s resource without providing for adequate 
compensation to restore balance. 
3. Industry is the dominant institution next to the government with talents and 
resources to promote economic development. 
4. Success of industry in providing economic goods and services to the society. 
5. Failure of government in fulfilling the promises for creating egalitarian 
society. 
6. Acceptance of social responsibility by some leading firms and their 
meaningful contribution in improving the conditions of poor. 
 
The evaluation follows. 
• The group first have given 5.6 aspect the Top rank and 5.2 aspect the last rank. 
It shows that the entire manager gives maximum credit to the thought that 
various social responsibility organizations have increased the expectation of 
general public from the industry. The mean scores of all observations are 
almost above three means equal impart once to the all thoughts. 
 
• The test result for 2nd group shows that calculated value is 0.15, which is for 
below than critical value of 2.571, which means Null hypothesis is accepted. It 
interprets, as there is no significance difference in the thoughts. All top 
managers and all middle managers across management hierarchy. If we see the 
ranking pattern than we find that both group has given 5.6 as the top rank 
mentioning that it is the most important factor pressing the whole society to 
expect more from the industry. 
 
• The group 3 has also shown their consent over parameter 6 being the Top 
ranked item from both the ides. We should remember over here that the ranks 
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are given by the researcher after finding the mean scores. The top mean score 
gets the Top Rank. The mean scores are touching to the 4 marks, which 
signify the positivism of managers towards the whole issue. The test results 
shows that null hypothesis are accepted mentioning there is no significance 
difference between thoughts of Nifty top managers and Nifty middle managers 
across management hierarchy. Further the correlation figure mentions there is 
high degree positive correlation between the two groups of data.  
 
• As the tabular presentation of this question is from table no 3.5.1 to 3.5.8. 
Now we are focusing on table no 3.5.4, which facilitates the comparison 
between and across management hierarchy. The ranking pattern shows that the 
3.6 number item gets the Top rank from both the sides as per their mean scores 
the mean scores are high touching to the 4 mark mentioning that there is over 
all consent that expectations of public from industry is on increase because of 
over all issue of social responsibility and managers do think that almost all the 
factors mentioned in the questions are pushing the whole issue. The top rank is 
again provided to the factor 5.6 from both the sides and the test result shows 
that null hypothesis is to be accepted as the calculated value of + is lower than 
the critical value. Further the correlation coefficient also suggests that there is 
high degree positive correlation between two groups of data. 
 
• Table 3.5.5 deals with the data, which facilitates the comparison between and 
across corporate ownership. The comparison is between All Nifty managers 
and All Non Nifty managers. The test results shows that null hypothesis are 
accepted with calculated figure falling than critical value further. There exits 
high degree positive correlation between the data of two groups. Further the 
mean scores given by the managers are the same as previous groups touching 
the level of almost 4 on the five-point scale. The ranks as per the mean scores 
signify that item 5.6 has again got the top rank. 
 
• The next table, Table no. 3.5.6 tabulates the data across corporate ownership. 
It shows the comparison between Top Nifty and Top Non Nifty managers. The 
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ranking pattern shows that the last item in the group gets the first rank makinit 
similar to the previous groups. The test results shows that the calculated value 
of t is lower than the critical value means null hypothesis is accepted. Further 
the correlation statistics shows that there exists high degree positive 
correlation between two data groups. 
 
• The next data comparison is between Nifty middle managers and Non Nifty 
middle managers i. e. across corporate ownership. The table, which represents 
the data, is table no. 3.5.7. The test result of the data shows that calculated 
value of the t is lower than the critical value means the Ho is accepted. 
Showing there is non-significance difference between the thoughts of two 
groups. Further the correlation statistics shows that there is high degree 
positive correlation between those two groups of data.  
 
• Table 3.5.8 shows the summary of the test results of question 5.  
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3.5.1 What factors are responsible for the growing expectations for socially responsible behavior by the industry? By All Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
1 Affluence of enterprise mangers and the widening gap between the standards of living between 
men in industrial sector and other sectors. 
2.34 6 1.18 
2 Exploitation of society’s resources without providing for adequate compensation to restore 
balance. 
2.31 7 1.26 
3 Industry is the dominant institution next to the Government with talents and resources to promote 
economic development. 
3.72 2 1.36 
4 Success of industry in providing economic goods and services to the society. 3.66 3 1.25 
5 Failure of government in fulfilling the promises for creating egalitarian society. 3.59 4 1.28 
6 Acceptance of social responsibility by some leading firms and their meaningful contribution in 
improving the conditions of poor. 
3.80 1 1.17 
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3.5.2 What factors are responsible for the growing expectations for socially responsible behavior by the industry? By All Top managers-
All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Affluence of enterprise mangers and the widening gap between the standards of 
living between men in industrial sector and other sectors. 
2.39 6 1.20 2.30 6 1.19 0.08 
2 Exploitation of society’s resources without providing for adequate 
compensation to restore balance. 
2.39 6 1.23 2.24 7 1.30 0.14 
3 Industry is the dominant institution next to the Government with talents and 
resources to promote economic development. 
3.71 2 1.35 3.73 3 1.40 0.02 
4 Success of industry in providing economic goods and services to the society. 3.55 4 1.26 3.76 2 1.25 0.21 
5 Failure of government in fulfilling the promises for creating egalitarian society. 3.65 3 1.31 3.55 4 1.28 0.10 
6 Acceptance of social responsibility by some leading firms and their meaningful 
contribution in improving the conditions of poor. 
3.74 1 1.24 3.85 1 1.12 0.11 
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3.5.3 What factors are responsible for the growing expectations for socially responsible behavior by the industry? By Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Affluence of enterprise mangers and the widening gap between the standards of 
living between men in industrial sector and other sectors. 
2.47 6 1.25 2.35 6 1.17 0.11 
2 Exploitation of society’s resources without providing for adequate 
compensation to resto balance. 
2.13 7 1.19 2.12 8 1.22 0.02 
3 Industry is the dominant institution next to the Government with talents and 
resources to promote economic development. 
3.93 1 1.33 3.82 3 1.29 0.11 
4 Success of industry in providing economic goods and services to the society. 3.87 4 1.19 4.00 2 1.17 0.13 
5 Failure of government in fulfilling the promises for creating egalitarian society. 3.93 1 1.22 3.65 5 1.32 0.29 
6 Acceptance of social responsibility by some leading firms and their meaningful 
contribution in improving the conditions of poor. 
3.93 1 1.16 4.06 1 1.03 0.13 
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3.5.4 What factors are responsible for the growing expectations for socially responsible behavior by the industry? By Non-Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Affluence of enterprise mangers and the widening gap between the standards of 
living between men in industrial sector and other sectors. 
2.31 6 1.20 2.25 7 1.24 0.06 
2 Exploitation of society’s resources without providing for adequate 
compensation to restore balance. 
2.63 5 1.26 2.38 5 1.41 0.25 
3 Industry is the dominant institution next to the Government with talents and 
resources to promote economic development. 
3.50 2 1.37 3.63 1 1.54 0.13 
4 Success of industry in providing economic goods and services to the society. 3.25 4 1.29 3.50 3 1.32 0.25 
5 Failure of government in fulfilling the promises for creating egalitarian society. 3.38 3 1.36 3.44 4 1.26 0.06 
6 Acceptance of social responsibility by some leading firms and their meaningful 
contribution in improving the conditions of poor. 
3.56 1 1.31 3.63 1 1.20 0.06 
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3.5.5 What factors are responsible for the growing expectations for socially responsible behavior by the industry? By All Nifty 
managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Affluence of enterprise mangers and the widening gap between the standards of 
living between men in industrial sector and other sectors. 
2.41 6 1.19 2.28 6 1.20 0.13 
2 Exploitation of society’s resources without providing for adequate 
compensation to restore balance. 
2.13 7 1.18 2.50 5 1.32 0.38 
3 Industry is the dominant institution next to the Government with talents and 
resources to promote economic development. 
3.88 3 1.29 3.56 2 1.44 0.31 
4 Success of industry in providing economic goods and services to the society. 3.94 2 1.16 3.38 4 1.29 0.56 
5 Failure of government in fulfilling the promises for creating egalitarian society. 3.78 5 1.26 3.41 3 1.29 0.38 
6 Acceptance of social responsibility by some leading firms and their meaningful 
contribution in improving the conditions of poor. 
4.00 1 1.08 3.59 1 1.24 0.41 
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3.5.6 What factors are responsible for the growing expectations for socially responsible behavior by the industry? By Top Nifty 
managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Affluence of enterprise mangers and the widening gap between the standards of 
living between men in industrial sector and other sectors. 
2.47 6 1.25 2.31 6 1.20 0.15 
2 Exploitation of society’s resources without providing for adequate 
compensation to restore balance. 
2.13 7 1.19 2.63 5 1.26 0.49 
3 Industry is the dominant institution next to the Government with talents and 
resources to promote economic development. 
3.93 1 1.33 3.50 2 1.37 0.43 
4 Success of industry in providing economic goods and services to the society. 3.87 4 1.19 3.25 4 1.29 0.62 
5 Failure of government in fulfilling the promises for creating egalitarian society. 3.93 1 1.22 3.38 3 1.36 0.56 
6 Acceptance of social responsibility by some leading firms and their meaningful 
contribution in improving the conditions of poor. 
3.93 1 1.16 3.56 1 1.31 0.37 
 
 
125 
 
 
3.5.7 What factors are responsible for the growing expectations for socially responsible behavior by the industry? By Middle Nifty 
managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Affluence of enterprise mangers and the widening gap between the standards of 
living between men in industrial sector and other sectors. 
2.35 6 1.17 2.25 7 1.24 0.10 
2 Exploitation of society’s resources without providing for adequate 
compensation to restore balance. 
2.12 8 1.22 2.38 5 1.41 0.26 
3 Industry is the dominant institution next to the Government with talents and 
resources to promote economic development. 
3.82 3 1.29 3.63 1 1.54 0.20 
4 Success of industry in providing economic goods and services to the society. 4.00 2 1.17 3.50 3 1.32 0.50 
5 Failure of government in fulfilling the promises for creating egalitarian society. 3.65 5 1.32 3.44 4 1.26 0.21 
6 Acceptance of social responsibility by some leading firms and their meaningful 
contribution in improving the conditions of poor. 
4.06 1 1.03 3.63 1 1.20 0.43 
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3.5.8 What factors are responsible for the growing expectations for socially responsible behavior by the industry? By T- tests statistics 
for table 3.5.1 to 3.5.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Valu
e 
Valu
e 
Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.01 0.14 0.99 H. D. P. R. 0.00 0.15 2.571 H0 Accept 5 0.98 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.04 0.16 0.98 H. D. P. R. 0.00 0.68 2.571 H0 Accept 5 0.53 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.03 0.17 0.98 H. D. P. R. 0.01 0.44 2.571 H0 Accept 5 0.67 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty 
managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
0.23 0.33 0.96 H. D. P. R. 0.01 1.73 2.571 H0 Accept 5 0.14 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
0.27 0.4 0.93 H. D. P. R. 0.07 1.64 2.571 H0 Accept 5 0.16 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.19 0.26 0.97 H. D. P. R. 0.01 1.79 2.571 H0 Accept 5 0.13 
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3.6 Statistical evaluation of question No. 3.6. 
The question is … Do you think it necessary for contemporary managers in 
industry to be more concerned about social responsibility?  
 
The responses for the questions were generated under 4 major group and they 
were regrouped in 7 categories. It is observed that managers are positive about being 
concerned with social responsibility. The data pattern generated supports the 
argument that there is increasing awareness in the managers for supporting social 
responsibility thoughts, measures, and organizations. So that better future for society 
can be created. Further it is observed that these opinions are independent of group 
effects irrespective of any group majority managers have opined in the favor of social 
responsibility. The tabular presentation of data will facilitate the understanding. 
 
3.6 Do you think it necessary for contemporary mangers in industry to be more 
concerned about social responsibility? 
CATEGORY CATEGORY Yes PERCENTAGE No PERCENTAGE 
All Managers 54 84.37 10 15.27 
All Top 26 83.87 5 16.12 
 Middle 28 84.84 5 15.15 
Nifty Top 12 80.00 3 20.00 
 Middle 14 -82.35 3 17.64 
Non Nifty Top 14 87.50 2 12.50 
 Middle 14 87.50 2 12.50 
All Nifty 26 81.25 6 18.75 
 Non Nifty 28 87.50 4 12.50 
Top Nifty 12 80.00 3 20.00 
 Non Nifty 14 82.35 2 17.64 
Middle Nifty 14 82.35 3 17.64 
 Non Nifty 14 87.50 2 12.50 
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3.7 Statistical evaluation of question no. 3.7 
The question No. 3.7 is… 
How important in your opinion are the following arguments in favor of social 
responsibilities. 
 
1. It is in the long term self interest of the company to get directly involved in 
social issues. 
2. Social action program create a favorable public image. 
3. Social action program will help preserve industry as a viable institution in 
society. 
4. Social action program help avoid more government regulations. 
5. Social expectations are high and if ignored will result in creation of public 
hostility towards industry. 
6. Solving social problems will help industry to acquire more power in society. 
7. Industry has necessary resources and talent to engage in social action program. 
8. Involvement in social action program is a moral responsibility of industry. 
9. Involvement in social action programs is merely respecting the fundamental 
doctrine of democratic socialistic society. 
 
 The responses generated of this question are tabulated in the table number 
3.7.1 to 3.7.7 and test results are summarized in the table no. 3.7.8 descriptive 
evolution is presented in the following paragraphs. 
  
• All managers have given first rank to observation 7.2 and rating scale 
describes that scores are touching the level of 4. It means that all the 
parameters are thought of high importance from the manager’s point of view. 
• The next three set of tables: 
Table No 3.7.2, 3.7.3 and 3.7.4 are the tables depicting the relationship of the 
managers across management hierarchy. It means that relationship between 
top managers and middle managers are tested the rank pattern shows that all 
nifty and all non nifty managers give rank 1 to 7.3 and 7.9 parameter 
respectively with mean score touching almost 5. The test result for same group 
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shows that null hypothesis is accept as is 0.42 against 2.306 as table value for 
nifty top and nifty middle managers the rank 1 is to 7.5 and 7.9 respectively 
and test results shows that null hypothesis is acceptable as calculated value of t 
is 1.01 and critical value is 2.306. Future there is low degree positive 
correlation between these two groups. The data results for nifty middle 
mangers and non nifty middle managers shows that 7.3 and 7.9 gets top rank 
respectively with the mean scores almost touching as high as 4 and test results 
shows that null hypothesis is accepted with calculated value being 0.26 and 
critical value being 2.306. 
 
• The next three tables: 
Table no 3.7.5, 3.7.6 and 3.7.7 shows the results of data which felicitates 
comparison between corporate ownership i.e., nifty and non nifty companies 
interesting finding in these three tables are that alternate hypothesis in all 3 
table are selected with critical value being 2.306 and calculated value being 
5.59, 4.45 and 4.86 respectively the rank pattern shows that for table 5, 7.2 
parameters gets 1st rank for both the sacks for table six 7.5 and 7.3 parameter 
gets the top rank signifying that parameter being highest scored parameter and 
mean scores touching almost 4. For table no 7 top parameter being 7.9 on both 
the sides and scores touching almost 4, further the test results shows that there 
is significant difference between the thinking of middle nifty managers and 
middle non nifty managers. 
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3.7.1  How important in your opinion are the following arguments in favors of social responsibility? By All Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
1 It is in the long-run self-interest of the company to get directly involved in social issues. 3.70 7 1.29 
2 Social action programmes create a favorable public image. 
 
3.98 1 1.23 
3 Social action programmes will help preserve industry as a viable institution in society. 3.72 6 1.35 
4 Social action programmes help avoid more government regulation. 
 
3.80 4 1.29 
5 Social expectations are high and if ignored will result in creation of public hostility towards 
industry. 
3.84 3 1.30 
6 Solving social problems will help industry to acquire more power in society. 3.80 4 1.25 
7 Industry has necessary resources and talent to engage in social action programmes. 3.69 8 1.31 
8 Involvement in social action programmes is a moral responsibility of industry. 3.64 9 1.20 
9 Involvement in social action programmes is merely respecting the fundamental doctrine of 
democratic socialistic society. 
3.91 2 1.19 
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3.7.2 How important in your opinion are the following arguments in favors of social responsibility? By All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 It is in the long-run self-interest of the company to get directly involved in 
social issues. 
3.74 6 1.26 3.67 7 1.34 0.08 
2 Social action programmes create a favorable public image. 3.87 2 1.23 4.09 2 1.23 0.22 
3 Social action programmes will help preserve industry as a viable institution in 
society. 
3.90 1 1.33 3.55 9 1.37 0.36 
4 Social action programmes help avoid more government regulation 3.77 5 1.36 3.82 3 1.24 0.04 
5 Social expectations are high and if ignored will result in creation of public 
hostility towards industry. 
3.87 2 1.28 3.82 3 1.33 0.05 
6 Solving social problems will help industry to acquire more power in society. 3.84 4 1.27 3.76 5 1.25 0.08 
7 Industry has necessary resources and talent to engage in social action 
programmes. 
3.65 8 1.31 3.73 6 1.33 0.08 
8 Involvement in social action programmes is a moral responsibility of industry. 3.61 9 1.20 3.67 7 1.22 0.05 
9 Involvement in social action programmes is merely respecting the fundamental 
doctrine of democratic socialistic society. 
3.68 7 1.28 4.12 1 1.08 0.44 
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3.7.3 How important in your opinion are the following arguments in favors of social responsibility? By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 It is in the long-run self-interest of the company to get directly involved in 
social issues. 
3.93 7 1.22 3.94 7 1.20 0.01 
2 Social action programmes create a favorable public image. 4.00 4 1.25 4.24 1 1.20 0.24 
3 Social action programmes will help preserve industry as a viable institution in 
society. 
4.00 4 1.20 4.00 5 1.17 0.00 
4 Social action programmes help avoid more government regulation. 4.07 2 1.22 4.06 3 1.03 0.01 
5 Social expectations are high and if ignored will result in creation of public 
hostility towards industry. 
4.13 1 1.25 4.06 3 1.20 0.07 
6 Solving social problems will help industry to acquire more power in society. 4.07 2 1.22 3.94 7 1.20 0.13 
7 Industry has necessary resources and talent to engage in social action 
programmes. 
4.00 4 1.20 4.00 5 1.17 0.00 
8 Involvement in social action programmes is a moral responsibility of industry. 3.60 9 1.18 3.65 9 1.22 0.05 
9 Involvement in social action programmes is merely respecting the fundamental 
doctrine of democratic socialistic society. 
3.73 8 1.33 4.24 1 0.97 0.50 
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3.7.4 How important in your opinion are the following arguments in favors of social responsibility? By Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 It is in the long-run self-interest of the company to get directly involved in 
social issues. 
3.56 7 1.31 3.38 8 1.45 0.19 
2 Social action programmes create a favorable public image. 3.75 2 1.24 3.94 2 1.29 0.19 
3 Social action programmes will help preserve industry as a viable institution in 
society. 
3.81 1 1.47 3.06 9 1.44 0.75 
4 Social action programmes help avoid more government regulation. 3.50 8 1.46 3.56 4 1.41 0.06 
5 Social expectations are high and if ignored will result in creation of public 
hostility towards industry. 
3.63 3 1.31 3.56 4 1.46 0.06 
6 Solving social problems will help industry to acquire more power in society. 3.63 3 1.31 3.56 4 1.31 0.06 
7 Industry has necessary resources and talent to engage in social action 
programmes. 
3.31 9 1.35 3.44 7 1.46 0.13 
8 Involvement in social action programmes is a moral responsibility of industry. 3.63 3 1.26 3.69 3 1.25 0.06 
9 Involvement in social action programmes is merely respecting the fundamental 
doctrine of democratic socialistic society. 
3.63 3 1.26 4.00 1 1.21 0.38 
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3.7.5 How important in your opinion are the following arguments in favors of social responsibility? By All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty 
managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 It is in the long-run self-interest of the company to get directly involved in 
social issues. 
3.94 8 1.19 3.47 7 1.37 0.47 
2 Social action programmes create a favorable public image. 4.13 1 1.21 3.84 1 1.25 0.28 
3 Social action programmes will help preserve industry as a viable institution in 
society. 
4.00 4 1.16 3.44 8 1.48 0.56 
4 Social action programmes help avoid more government regulation. 4.06 3 1.11 3.53 6 1.41 0.53 
5 Social expectations are high and if ignored will result in creation of public 
hostility towards industry. 
4.09 2 1.20 3.59 4 1.36 0.50 
6 Solving social problems will help industry to acquire more power in society. 4.00 4 1.19 3.59 4 1.29 0.41 
7 Industry has necessary resources and talent to engage in social action 
programmes. 
4.00 4 1.16 3.38 9 1.39 0.63 
8 Involvement in social action programmes is a moral responsibility of industry. 3.63 9 1.18 3.66 3 1.23 0.03 
9 Involvement in social action programmes is merely respecting the fundamental 
doctrine of democratic socialistic society. 
4.00 4 1.16 3.81 2 1.23 0.19 
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3.7.6 How important in your opinion are the following arguments in favors of social responsibility? By Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 It is in the long-run self-interest of the company to get directly involved in 
social issues. 
3.93 7 1.22 3.56 7 1.31 0.37 
2 Social action programmes create a favorable public image. 4.00 4 1.25 3.75 2 1.24 0.25 
3 Social action programmes will help preserve industry as a viable institution in 
society. 
4.00 4 1.20 3.81 1 1.47 0.19 
4 Social action programmes help avoid more government regulation. 4.07 2 1.22 3.50 8 1.46 0.57 
5 Social expectations are high and if ignored will result in creation of public 
hostility towards industry. 
4.13 1 1.25 3.63 3 1.31 0.51 
6 Solving social problems will help industry to acquire more power in society. 4.07 2 1.22 3.63 3 1.31 0.44 
7 Industry has necessary resources and talent to engage in social action 
programmes. 
4.00 4 1.20 3.31 9 1.35 0.69 
8 Involvement in social action programmes is a moral responsibility of industry. 3.60 9 1.18 3.63 3 1.26 0.02 
9 Involvement in social action programmes is merely respecting the fundamental 
doctrine of democratic socialistic society. 
3.73 8 1.33 3.63 3 1.26 0.11 
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3.7.7 How important in your opinion are the following arguments in favors of social responsibility? By Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 It is in the long-run self-interest of the company to get directly involved in 
social issues. 
3.94 7 1.20 3.38 8 1.45 0.57 
2 Social action programmes create a favorable public image. 4.24 1 1.20 3.94 2 1.29 0.30 
3 Social action programmes will help preserve industry as a viable institution in 
society. 
4.00 5 1.17 3.06 9 1.44 0.94 
4 Social action programmes help avoid more government regulation. 4.06 3 1.03 3.56 4 1.41 0.50 
5 Social expectations are high and if ignored will result in creation of public 
hostility towards industry. 
4.06 3 1.20 3.56 4 1.46 0.50 
6 Solving social problems will help industry to acquire more power in society. 3.94 7 1.20 3.56 4 1.31 0.38 
7 Industry has necessary resources and talent to engage in social action 
programmes. 
4.00 5 1.17 3.44 7 1.46 0.56 
8 Involvement in social action programmes is a moral responsibility of industry. 3.65 9 1.22 3.69 3 1.25 0.04 
9 Involvement in social action programmes is merely respecting the fundamental 
doctrine of democratic socialistic society. 
4.24 1 0.97 4.00 1 1.21 0.24 
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3.7.8  How important in your opinion are the following arguments in favors of social responsibility? By T- tests statistics for table 3.7.1 to 3.7.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter –
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.03 0.22 -0.01 L. D. N. R. 0.98 0.42 2.306 H0 Accept 8 0.69 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.06 0.19 0.40 L. D. P. R. 0.29 1.01 2.306 H0 Accept 8 0.34 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.02 0.31 0.20 L. D. P. R. 0.96 0.26 2.306 H0 Accept 8 0.79 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.39 0.21 0.06 L. D. P. R. 0.88 5.59 2.306 Ha Accepted 8 0.01 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.34 0.23 -0.07 L. D. N. R. 0.86 4.45 2.306 Ha Accepted 8 0.02 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.43 0.26 0.39 L. D. P. R. 0.29 4.86 2.306 Ha Accepted 8 0.01 
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3.8 Statistical evaluation of question no. 3.8: 
 The question is … 
 How important in your opinion are the following arguments against social 
responsibility? 
 
1. Society expects business to maximize efficiency, production and profit. 
2. The involvement in social action programs will drive marginal firm out of 
business. 
3. Getting involved in solving social problems merely dilutes the primary 
strength and purpose of industry. 
4. Company executives lock the perceptions, skill and patience necessary to 
solve societal problems.  
5. Industry has now more powers without usurping social responsibility. 
6. Company executives are not accountable to the electorate as politicians are 
and therefore they need not start trying transform the society.  
7. Since there is considerable disagreement among the public as to what should 
be done, companies will be criticized no matter what is attempted.  
8. Government by its directives and incentives the areas of social action for 
industry and there is not need for industry to take extra initiatives.  
9. Involvement in social action program without sufficient success in the 
economic front will tarnish the image of industry. 
 
 The importance of putting this question is that the researcher wanted to 
generate idea on how much consensus is there among industry people on the whole 
issue. Most of the time these people will blame the government for not facilitating the 
environment for work. However after the entry of social service organizations these 
kinds of reasons have become unacceptable as these institutes facilitates both the 
environment and the communication. It will be really interesting to know the test 
results and the data pattern of mean, standard deviation and ranks, which facilitates 
the overall statistical evaluation. 
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¾ The over all data concerning this question is presented in the tables say from 
table no 3.8.1 to 3.8.7 and test results are presented in table 3.8.8. The first 
table shows the opinion of all managers; next 3 tables facilitate comparison 
across management hierarchy and next 3 across corporate ownership. 
 
¾ The all managers have give parameter 8.2 as the first rank with the mean 
scores ranging from 2 to 4 with the standard deviation being as high as 1.4. It 
shows that managers do believe that social responsibility activities will drive 
marginal firms out of action. It is observed that this bear is transferred in other 
opinion of the managers too. 
 
¾ The next three tables 3.8.2, 3.8.3, 3.8.4 are facilitating comparisons between 
and among management hierarchy the test results shows that for table 3.8.2. 
Alternative hypothesis Ha is accepted it shows that there is significant 
difference in the perception and attitude of the all-top managers and all middle 
managers out he issue. The parameter 8.1 and 8.2 being the top ranked and 
with the mean scores touching as high as 4. It is observed that this question 
does carry strategic importance in the over all study. In the next table no 3.8.3 
null hypothesis is accepted and in table no 3.8.4 again alternative hypothesis is 
accepted. It interprets, as there is significant difference between the non-nifty 
top managers and non-nifty middle managers on the issue. 
 
¾ The next three set of tables 3.8.5, 6 and 3.8.7 fecilitates the comparision 
between and across corporate ownership the test results shows that for all three 
tables null hypothesis is accepted. The calculated values of t for all three tables 
are 1.50, 0.66 and 2.10 respectively and the critical value is 2.306. Further the 
correlation statistics shows that there exists high degree positive correlation 
between two data patterns. The rank statistics shows that parameter 8.2 gets 
first rank from both the sides in table 3.8.5, which shows highest importance 
on this matter by all the managers. Over all conclusions on this particular issue 
is that the managers do think that parameter 8.2 is most important parameter 
from acceptance point of view. 
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¾ Statistical evaluation of question 9 
 
¾ The question is structured in such a way that it extracts the thoughts relating to 
various social action programs in the at most way. To provide the clear 
understanding of the overall issue to the managers the question is divided in to 
10 different sub sections each section further having various statements. The 
effort was undertaken to simply the whole issue so that clear thoughts can be 
generated from the managers. 
 
 Further the evaluation of the whole question is undertaken in different way to 
avoid the duplication and stereotyping. The test results are shown each segment wise 
and a brief description of relating to each segment is also presented with data 
evaluation. 
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3.8.1 How important in your opinion, are the following arguments against social responsibility? By All Managers 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
1 Society expects business to maximize efficiency, production and profits. 3.81 2 1.26 
2 The involvement in social action programmes will drive marginal firms out of business. 3.95 1 1.23 
3 Getting involved in solving social problems merely dilutes the primary strength and purpose of 
industry. 
3.47 3 1.31 
4 Company executives lack the perceptions, skill and patience necessary to solve societal 
problems. 
2.84 9 1.36 
5 Industry has now more power without usurping social responsibility. 
 
3.14 5 1.40 
6 Company executives are not accountable to the electorate as politicians are, and therefore they 
need not start trying transform the society. 
3.05 6 1.40 
7 Since there is considerable disagreement among the public as to what should be done, 
companies will be criticized no matter what is attempted. 
2.95 8 1.42 
8 Government by its directives and incentives indicating the areas of social action for industry and 
there is not need for industry to take extra initiative. 
3.45 4 1.38 
9 Involvement in social action programmes without sufficient success in the economic front will 
tarnish the image of industry. 
2.97 7 1.37 
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3.8.2 How important in your opinion, are the following arguments against social responsibility? By All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Society expects business to maximize efficiency, production and profits. 3.77 1 1.38 3.85 2 1.15 0.07 
2 The involvement in social action programmes will drive marginal firms out of 
business. 
3.74 2 1.32 4.15 1 1.12 0.41 
3 Getting involved in solving social problems merely dilutes the primary strength 
and purpose of industry. 
3.35 4 1.23 3.58 3 1.39 0.22 
4 Company executives lack the perceptions, skill and patience necessary to solve 
societal problems. 
2.77 9 1.38 2.91 8 1.35 0.13 
5 Industry has now more power without usurping social responsibility. 3.00 6 1.39 3.27 5 1.42 0.27 
6 Company executives are not accountable to the electorate as politicians are, 
and therefore they need not start trying transform the society. 
3.10 5 1.40 3.00 7 1.41 0.10 
7 Since there is considerable disagreement among the public as to what should be 
done, companies will be criticized no matter what is attempted. 
3.00 6 1.41 2.91 8 1.44 0.09 
8 Government by its directives and incentives indicating the areas of social 
action for industry and there is not need for industry to take extra initiative. 
3.42 3 1.34 3.48 4 1.44 0.07 
9 Involvement in social action programmes without sufficient success in the 
economic front will tarnish the image of industry. 
2.81 8 1.40 3.12 6 1.34 0.31 
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3.8.3 How important in your opinion, are the following arguments against social responsibility? By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Society expects business to maximize efficiency, production and profits. 4.00 1 1.25 3.76 2 1.25 0.24 
2 The involvement in social action programmes will drive marginal firms out of 
business. 
3.93 2 1.22 4.18 1 1.19 0.24 
3 Getting involved in solving social problems merely dilutes the primary strength 
and purpose of industry. 
3.13 5 1.13 3.18 5 1.47 0.04 
4 Company executives lack the perceptions, skill and patience necessary to solve 
societal problems. 
2.40 8 1.12 2.65 7 1.27 0.25 
5 Industry has now more power without usurping social responsibility. 2.93 6 1.39 3.24 4 1.48 0.30 
6 Company executives are not accountable to the electorate as politicians are, and 
therefore they need not start trying transform the society. 
2.80 7 1.37 2.53 9 1.33 0.27 
7 Since there is considerable disagreement among the public as to what should be 
done, companies will be criticized no matter what is attempted. 
3.20 4 1.47 2.65 7 1.46 0.55 
8 Government by its directives and incentives indicating the areas of social action 
for industry and there is not need for industry to take extra initiative. 
3.67 3 1.29 3.65 3 1.27 0.02 
9 Involvement in social action programmes without sufficient success in the 
economic front will tarnish the image of industry. 
2.33 9 1.23 3.12 6 1.27 0.78 
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3.8.4 How important in your opinion, are the following arguments against social responsibility? By Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Diffe
rence 
1 Society expects business to maximize efficiency, production and profits. 3.56 1 1.50 3.94 3 1.06 0.38 
2 The involvement in social action programmes will drive marginal firms out of 
business. 
3.56 1 1.41 4.13 1 1.09 0.56 
3 Getting involved in solving social problems merely dilutes the primary strength 
and purpose of industry. 
3.56 1 1.31 4.00 2 1.21 0.44 
4 Company executives lack the perceptions, skill and patience necessary to solve 
societal problems. 
3.13 7 1.54 3.19 7 1.42 0.06 
5 Industry has now more power without usurping social responsibility. 3.06 8 1.44 3.31 5 1.40 0.25 
6 Company executives are not accountable to the electorate as politicians are, and 
therefore they need not start trying transform the society. 
3.38 4 1.41 3.50 4 1.37 0.13 
7 Since there is considerable disagreement among the public as to what should be 
done, companies will be criticized no matter what is attempted. 
2.81 9 1.38 3.19 7 1.42 0.38 
8 Government by its directives and incentives indicating the areas of social action 
for industry and there is not need for industry to take extra initiative. 
3.19 6 1.38 3.31 5 1.62 0.13 
9 Involvement in social action programmes without sufficient success in the 
economic front will tarnish the image of industry. 
3.25 5 1.44 3.13 9 1.45 0.13 
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3.8.5 How important in your opinion, are the following arguments against social responsibility? By All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty 
managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Society expects business to maximize efficiency, production and profits. 3.88 2 1.24 3.75 3 1.30 0.13 
2 The involvement in social action programmes will drive marginal firms out of 
business. 
4.06 1 1.19 3.84 1 1.27 0.22 
3 Getting involved in solving social problems merely dilutes the primary strength 
and purpose of industry. 
3.16 4 1.30 3.78 2 1.26 0.63 
4 Company executives lack the perceptions, skill and patience necessary to solve 
societal problems. 
2.53 9 1.19 3.16 8 1.46 0.63 
5 Industry has now more power without usurping social responsibility. 3.09 5 1.42 3.19 6 1.40 0.09 
6 Company executives are not accountable to the electorate as politicians are, and 
therefore they need not start trying transform the society. 
2.66 8 1.33 3.44 4 1.37 0.78 
7 Since there is considerable disagreement among the public as to what should be 
done, companies will be criticized no matter what is attempted. 
2.91 6 1.47 3.00 9 1.39 0.09 
8 Government by its directives and incentives indicating the areas of social action 
for industry and there is not need for industry to take extra initiative. 
3.66 3 1.26 3.25 5 1.48 0.41 
9 Involvement in social action programmes without sufficient success in the 
economic front will tarnish the image of industry. 
2.75 7 1.30 3.19 6 1.42 0.44 
146 
 
 
3.8.6 How important in your opinion, are the following arguments against social responsibility? By Top Nifty managers-Top Non nifty 
managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Diffe
rence 
1 Society expects business to maximize efficiency, production and profits. 4.00 1 1.25 3.56 1 1.50 0.44 
2 The involvement in social action programmes will drive marginal firms out of 
business. 
3.93 2 1.22 3.56 1 1.41 0.37 
3 Getting involved in solving social problems merely dilutes the primary strength 
and purpose of industry. 
3.13 5 1.13 3.56 1 1.31 0.43 
4 Company executives lack the perceptions, skill and patience necessary to solve 
societal problems. 
2.40 8 1.12 3.13 7 1.54 0.73 
5 Industry has now more power without usurping social responsibility. 2.93 6 1.39 3.06 8 1.44 0.13 
6 Company executives are not accountable to the electorate as politicians are, and 
therefore they need not start trying transform the society. 
2.80 7 1.37 3.38 4 1.41 0.58 
7 Since there is considerable disagreement among the public as to what should be 
done, companies will be criticized no matter what is attempted. 
3.20 4 1.47 2.81 9 1.38 0.39 
8 Government by its directives and incentives indicating the areas of social action 
for industry and there is not need for industry to take extra initiative. 
3.67 3 1.29 3.19 6 1.38 0.48 
9 Involvement in social action programmes without sufficient success in the 
economic front will tarnish the image of industry. 
2.33 9 1.23 3.25 5 1.44 0.92 
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3.8.7 How important in your opinion, are the following arguments against social responsibility? By Middle Nifty managers-Middle Non 
nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Society expects business to maximize efficiency, production and profits. 3.76 2 1.25 3.94 3 1.06 0.17 
2 The involvement in social action programmes will drive marginal firms out of 
business. 
4.18 1 1.19 4.13 1 1.09 0.05 
3 Getting involved in solving social problems merely dilutes the primary strength 
and purpose of industry. 
3.18 5 1.47 4.00 2 1.21 0.82 
4 Company executives lack the perceptions, skill and patience necessary to solve 
societal problems. 
2.65 7 1.27 3.19 7 1.42 0.54 
5 Industry has now more power without usurping social responsibility. 3.24 4 1.48 3.31 5 1.40 0.08 
6 Company executives are not accountable to the electorate as politicians are, and 
therefore they need not start trying transform the society. 
2.53 9 1.33 3.50 4 1.37 0.97 
7 Since there is considerable disagreement among the public as to what should be 
done, companies will be criticized no matter what is attempted. 
2.65 7 1.46 3.19 7 1.42 0.54 
8 Government by its directives and incentives indicating the areas of social action 
for industry and there is not need for industry to take extra initiative. 
3.65 3 1.27 3.31 5 1.62 0.33 
9 Involvement in social action programmes without sufficient success in the 
economic front will tarnish the image of industry. 
3.12 6 1.27 3.13 9 1.45 0.01 
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3.8.8 How important in your opinion, are the following arguments against social responsibility? By T- tests statistics for table 3.8.1 to 3.8.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
Sr. 
No. 
Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.14 0.18 0.99 H. D. P. R. 0.00 2.48 2.306 Ha Accept 8 0.04 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.06 0.39 0.78 H. D. P. R. 0.01 0.46 2.306 H0 Accept 8 0.67 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
0.24 0.21 0.85 H. D. P. R. 0.03 3.38 2.306 Ha Accept 8 0.01 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.21 0.42 0.65 H. D. P. R. 0.06 1.50 2.306 H0 Accept 8 0.17 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.12 0.55 0.42 H. D. P. R. 0.26 0.66 2.306 H0 Accept 8 0.53 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.3 0.43 0.63 H. D. P. R. 0.07 2.10 2.306 H0 Accept 8 0.07 
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3.9 The Statistical Evaluation of Question 3.9 
3.9.1 Evaluation of segment 3.9.1. 
The question is……….. 
To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of efforts? 
3.9.1 social relief and reconstruction  
(a) Contributing to the society relief and rehabilitation is a moral obligation of every 
one in the society.  
(b) Donations are justified as long as they don’t strain enterprise working. 
(c) Even those firms incurring losses should take part in the relief operation. 
(d) Direct participation in rehabilitation is not necessary. Support to service 
organizations will do. 
 
The data statistics is shown in to the table no 3.9.1.1 to 3.9.1.8. The last table 
shows the test results and previous 7 shows the data of mean, rank and standard 
deviation. The over all evaluation of rank statistics shows that different groups have 
given more importance to different parameter. The group 1 has given 9.1.b as the first 
rank which remaining six groups have given top rank in the following pairs 3.9.1.c and 
3.9.1.b, 3.9.1.b and 3.9.1.a, 3.9.1.c and 3.9.1.b, 3.9.1.a and 3.9.1.c, 3.9.1.b and 3.9.1.c 
and last group has given rank to 3.9.1.a and 3.9.1.b. The standard deviation pattern of 1.4 
is evident and mean scores falls between 3 and 4. 
 
The test results show that for all seven groups have shown the some pattern 
means for all groups null hypothesis is selected. The respective values for group wise are 
1.69, 0.33, 1.47, 1.46, 0.67 and 1.24 for last 6 groups. For 1st group testing is not possible 
as pairing was not possible. The critical value being 3.182 at degree of freedom 3, it 
implies that there is no significance difference between attitudes of different groups of 
managers compared from table 3.9.1.2 to 3.9.1.7. The summary of the test results is 
shown in table no 3.9.1.8. 
 
The over all observation is that, contributing to society relief and rehabilitation is 
a normal obligation to everyone in society. Direct participation in rehabilitation is not 
necessary. Support to service organization is enough. Donations area justified as long as 
they do not strain the working of enterprise those firms incurring losses need not take 
part in relief operations. 
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3.9.1.1 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Society relief and Reconstruction by All Mangers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Contributing to the society relief and rehabilitation is a moral obligation of every one in the 
society.  
3.34 2 1.32 
b) Donations are justified as long as they don’t strain enterprise working. 3.36 1 1.29 
c) Even those firms incurring losses should take part in the relief operation. 3.34 2 1.34 
d) Direct participation in rehabilitation is not necessary; support to service organizations will 
do. 
3.05 4 1.39 
 
3.9.1.2 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Society relief and Reconstruction by All Top 
managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Contributing to the society relief and rehabilitation is a moral obligation 
of every one in the society.  
3.26 3 1.39 3.42 1 1.28 0.17 
b) Donations are justified as long as they don’t strain enterprise working. 3.29 2 1.30 3.42 1 1.30 0.13 
c) Even those firms incurring losses should take part in the relief operation. 3.32 1 1.35 3.36 3 1.34 0.04 
d) Direct participation in rehabilitation is not necessary; support to service 
organizations will do. 
3.06 4 1.36 3.03 4 1.42 0.03 
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3.9.1.3 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Society relief and Reconstruction by Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Contributing to the society relief and rehabilitation is a moral obligation 
of every one in the society.  
3.20 2 1.37 3.53 1 1.23 0.33 
b) Donations are justified as long as they don’t strain enterprise working. 3.40 1 1.35 3.29 2 1.31 0.11 
c) Even those firms incurring losses should take part in the relief operation. 3.20 2 1.47 3.24 3 1.39 0.04 
d) Direct participation in rehabilitation is not necessary; support to service 
organizations will do. 
3.00 4 1.31 2.88 4 1.36 0.12 
3.9.1.4 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Society relief and Reconstruction by Non-Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Contributing to the society relief and rehabilitation is a moral obligation 
of every one in the society.  
3.31 2 1.45 3.31 3 1.35 0.00 
b) Donations are justified as long as they don’t strain enterprise working. 3.19 3 1.28 3.56 1 1.31 0.38 
c) Even those firms incurring losses should take part in the relief operation. 3.44 1 1.26 3.50 2 1.32 0.06 
d) Direct participation in rehabilitation is not necessary; support to service 
organizations will do. 
3.13 4 1.45 3.19 4 1.52 0.06 
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3.9.1.5 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Society relief and Reconstruction by All Nifty 
managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Contributing to the society relief and rehabilitation is a moral obligation of 
every one in the society.  
3.38 1 1.29 3.31 3 1.38 0.06 
b) Donations are justified as long as they don’t strain enterprise working. 3.34 2 1.31 3.38 2 1.29 0.03 
c) Even those firms incurring losses should take part in the relief operation. 3.22 3 1.41 3.47 1 1.27 0.25 
d) Direct participation in rehabilitation is not necessary; support to service 
organizations will do. 
2.94 4 1.32 3.16 4 1.46 0.22 
3.9.1.6 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Society relief and Reconstruction by Top Nifty 
managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Contributing to the society relief and rehabilitation is a moral obligation 
of every one in the society.  
3.20 2 1.37 3.31 2 1.45 0.11 
b) Donations are justified as long as they don’t strain enterprise working. 3.40 1 1.35 3.19 3 1.28 0.21 
c) Even those firms incurring losses should take part in the relief operation. 3.20 2 1.47 3.44 1 1.26 0.24 
d) Direct participation in rehabilitation is not necessary; support to service 
organizations will do. 
3.00 4 1.31 3.13 4 1.45 0.13 
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3.9.1.7 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Society relief and Reconstruction by Middle Nifty 
managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Contributing to the society relief and rehabilitation is a moral obligation 
of every one in the society.  
3.53 1 1.23 3.31 3 1.35 0.22 
b) Donations are justified as long as they don’t strain enterprise working. 3.29 2 1.31 3.56 1 1.31 0.27 
c) Even those firms incurring losses should take part in the relief operation. 3.24 3 1.39 3.50 2 1.32 0.26 
d) Direct participation in rehabilitation is not necessary; support to service 
organizations will do. 
2.88 4 1.36 3.19 4 1.52 0.31 
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3.9.1.8 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Society relief and Reconstruction by T- tests 
statistics for table 3.9.1.1 to 3.9.1.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Signifi
cance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.08 0.09 0.93 H. D. P. R. 0.07 1.69 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.19 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.04 0.21 0.63 H. D. P. R. 0.37 0.33 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.76 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.12 0.16 0.42 L. D. P. R. 0.58 1.47 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.23 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty 
managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
0.1 0.14 0.66 H. D. P. R. 0.34 1.46 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.24 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non nifty 
managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
0.06 0.19 0.18 L. D. P. R. 0.82 0.67 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.55 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.15 0.24 0.42 L. D. P. R. 0.37 1.24 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.30 
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3.9.2 Evaluation of segment 3.9.2. 
 
3.9.2. Internal employee service programmes  
 
(a)  Propagation of ideas like prohibition and family planning may invite wrath 
from some sections of employee. 
 
(b) Since the government is actively campaigning as well as providing incentive. 
Company’s initiative is unnecessary. 
 
(c) Companies should go for beyond the letter of low in providing safety-working 
conditions for the employees.  
 
(d) Elaborate safety measures, even if made, cannot reduce accidents since many 
workers tend to be less responsive.  
 
(e) Companies have to support to the growth of healthy trade uniorism.  
 
 The data statistics of this segment of question is presented in tables from 
3.9.2.1 to 3.9.2.8. First seven tables show the scares of mean, S.D. and rank of all 
seven groups and last table 3.9.2.8 shows the test results of the previous 6 tables.  
 
 If we see the rank statistics group wise than they are something like this for 
the top rank 3.9.2.e, 3.9.2.e and 3.9.2.c, 3.9.2.b and 3.9.2.c, 3.9.2.e and 3.9.2.d, 3.9.2.c 
and 3.9.2.e, 3.9.2.b and 3.9.2.e and for the last 3.9.2.c and 3.9.2.d. The variation in the 
groups interprets as managers have chosen those areas of efforts with more 
importance, which are less difficult to implement. The mean scores shows that the 
acceptances are falling from 2 to 4 suggest that managers are conservative in 
implementing social relief programs. The standard deviation ranks from 1.3 to 1.4 
suggesting less variation in the responses. 
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 The test statistics shows that for all test six groups of comparisions null 
hypothesis are accepted signifying there is no significance difference in the thoughts 
of all compared groups. The statistically tested results are calculated values from 
second group to 7th group are 0.61, 1.53, 0.11, 1.14, 1.67 and 0.29 while critical value 
being 2.776 for all the groups.  
 
 Paring the discussion with some managers and from the statistical conclusions. 
It is observed that companies should go for beyond the letter of law in providing 
safety-working conditions for the employees. It is improper to view that elaborate 
safety measures, even if made, cannot reduce accidents since many workers tend to be 
less responsive. It is also wrong to say that since the government has been actively 
campaigners as well as providing Incentives Company’s initiative is unnecessary.  
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3.9.2.1 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Internal Employee Service Programmes By Internal 
Employee Service Programmes 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Propagation of ideas like prohibition and family planning may invite wrath from some sections of 
employees 
2.86 5 1.39 
b) Since the government is actively campaigning as well as providing incentives, company’s 
initiative is unnecessary 
2.91 4 1.34 
c) Companies should go far beyond the letter of law in providing safety working condition for the 
employees 
3.02 2 1.39 
d) Elaborate safety measures, even if made, cannot reduce accidents since many workers tend to be 
less responsive 
2.94 3 1.37 
e) Companies have to extend support to the growth of healthy trade unionism 3.03 1 1.34 
3.9.2.2 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Internal Employee Service Programmes By All Top 
managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Propagation of ideas like prohibition and family planning may invite wrath 
from some sections of employees 
2.97 2 1.40 2.76 5 1.39 0.21 
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b) Since the government is actively campaigning as well as providing incentives, 
company’s initiative is unnecessary 
2.87 3 1.36 2.94 4 1.34 0.07 
c) Companies should go far beyond the letter of law in providing safety working 
condition for the employees 
2.87 3 1.41 3.15 1 1.37 0.28 
d) Elaborate safety measures, even if made, cannot reduce accidents since many 
workers tend to be less responsive 
2.84 5 1.37 3.03 2 1.38 0.19 
e) Companies have to extend support to the growth of healthy trade unionism 3.06 1 1.36 3.00 3 1.35 0.06 
 
3.9.2.3 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Internal Employee Service Programmes By Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Propagation of ideas like prohibition and family planning may invite wrath 
from some sections of employees 
2.87 2 1.41 2.76 5 1.39 0.10 
b) Since the government is actively campaigning as well as providing incentives, 
company’s initiative is unnecessary 
2.93 1 1.39 2.94 3 1.34 0.01 
c) Companies should go far beyond the letter of law in providing safety working 
condition for the employees 
2.87 2 1.41 3.24 1 1.35 0.37 
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d) Elaborate safety measures, even if made, cannot reduce accidents since many 
workers tend to be less responsive 
2.67 5 1.45 2.88 4 1.36 0.22 
e) Companies have to extend support to the growth of healthy trade unionism 2.87 2 1.41 3.00 2 1.27 0.13 
 
3.9.2.4 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Internal Employee Service Programmes By Non-
Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Propagation of ideas like prohibition and family planning may invite wrath 
from some sections of employees 
3.06 2 1.44 2.75 5 1.44 0.31 
b) Since the government is actively campaigning as well as providing incentives, 
company’s initiative is unnecessary 
2.81 5 1.38 2.94 4 1.39 0.13 
c) Companies should go far beyond the letter of law in providing safety working 
condition for the employees 
2.88 4 1.45 3.06 2 1.44 0.19 
d) Elaborate safety measures, even if made, cannot reduce accidents since many 
workers tend to be less responsive 
3.00 3 1.32 3.19 1 1.42 0.19 
e) Companies have to extend support to the growth of healthy trade unionism 3.25 1 1.34 3.00 3 1.46 0.25 
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3.9.2.5 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Internal Employee Service Programmes By All Nifty 
managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Propagation of ideas like prohibition and family planning may invite wrath 
from some sections of employees 
2.81 4 1.38 2.91 4 1.42 0.09 
b) Since the government is actively campaigning as well as providing incentives, 
company’s initiative is unnecessary 
2.94 2 1.34 2.88 5 1.36 0.06 
c) Companies should go far beyond the letter of law in providing safety working 
condition for the employees 
3.06 1 1.37 2.97 3 1.43 0.09 
d) Elaborate safety measures, even if made, cannot reduce accidents since many 
workers tend to be less responsive 
2.78 5 1.39 3.09 2 1.35 0.31 
e) Companies have to extend support to the growth of healthy trade unionism 2.94 2 1.32 3.13 1 1.39 0.19 
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3.9.2.6 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Internal Employee Service Programmes By Top 
Nifty managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Propagation of ideas like prohibition and family planning may invite wrath 
from some sections of employees 
2.87 2 1.41 3.06 2 1.44 0.20 
b) Since the government is actively campaigning as well as providing incentives, 
company’s initiative is unnecessary 
2.93 1 1.39 2.81 5 1.38 0.12 
c) Companies should go far beyond the letter of law in providing safety working 
condition for the employees 
2.87 2 1.41 2.88 4 1.45 0.01 
d) Elaborate safety measures, even if made, cannot reduce accidents since many 
workers tend to be less responsive 
2.67 5 1.45 3.00 3 1.32 0.33 
e) Companies have to extend support to the growth of healthy trade unionism 2.87 2 1.41 3.25 1 1.34 0.38 
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3.9.2.7 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Internal Employee Service Programmes By Middle 
Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Propagation of ideas like prohibition and family planning may invite wrath 
from some sections of employees 
2.76 5 1.39 2.75 5 1.44 0.01 
b) Since the government is actively campaigning as well as providing incentives, 
company’s initiative is unnecessary 
2.94 3 1.34 2.94 4 1.39 0.00 
c) Companies should go far beyond the letter of law in providing safety working 
condition for the employees 
3.24 1 1.35 3.06 2 1.44 0.17 
d) Elaborate safety measures, even if made, cannot reduce accidents since many 
workers tend to be less responsive 
2.88 4 1.36 3.19 1 1.42 0.31 
e) Companies have to extend support to the growth of healthy trade unionism 3.00 2 1.27 3.00 3 1.46 0.00 
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3.9.2.8 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Internal Employee Service Programmes By T- tests 
statistics for table 3.9.2.1 to 3.9.2.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Signifi
cance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.05 0.20 0.34 L. D. P. R. 0.58 0.61 2.776 H0 Accept 4 0.58 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.12 0.18 0.21 L. D. P. R. 0.73 1.53 2.776 H0 Accept 4 0.20 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.01 0.24 -0.10 L. D. N. R. 0.87 0.11 2.776 H0 Accept 4 0.91 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty 
managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
0.08 0.17 -0.16 L. D. N. R. 0.80 1.14 2.776 H0 Accept 4 0.32 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
0.16 0.21 -0.18 L. D. N. R. 0.77 1.67 2.776 H0 Accept 4 0.17 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.02 0.17 0.46 L. D. P. R. 0.43 0.29 2.776 H0 Accept 4 0.78 
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3.9.3 Evaluation of segment 3.9.3 
3.9.3. Job Creation. 
(a) Companies should hire senior unemployed person and disadvantaged, even if it 
means loss of an opportunity to employ readily available skilled personnel.  
(b) Although the low guarantees equal employment opportunity to women, most 
companies do little to see it happen at middle and senior levels in the 
organization.  
(c) Companies can assist self employment agencies by providing training to the 
enthusiastic entrepreneurs.  
 
 The statistical tabulation and analysis of the found results are shown in the table’s 
3.9.3.1 to 3.9.3.7. The test results of the table 3.9.3.2 to 3.9.3.7 are presented in the table 
3.9.3.8 and conclusions are derived.  
 
 The ranks as per the mean scores from group vise falling from top to bottom are 
3.9.3.c, 3.9.3.C and 3.9.3.c, 3.9.3.c and 3.9.3.a, 3.9.3.c and 3.9.3.c, 3.9.3.c and 3.9.3.c, 
3.9.3.c and 3.9.3.c. and for the last group 3.9.3.a and 3.9.3.c these rank pattern again 
shows that respective group have chosen those parameters which are less difficult to 
implement from their side the mean score falling between 2 and 3 suggests managers are 
moderately interested and agreed upon those job creation activities. The standard 
deviation varying from 1.3 to 1.4 for all groups suggests that there is less variation in the 
response pattern of all groups.  
 
 The results of table 3.9.3.2 to 3.9.3.7 are tested with the test and it is observed 
that for table 2 and 3 null hypothesis is selected as calculated value being 4.20 and 0.77 
against critical value of 4.303 with degree of freedom 2 for table 3.9.3.4 alternate 
hypothesis is accepted as value being 5 and for next three tables again null hypothesis is 
selected with values of 0.22, 0.63 and 1.27. It shows that for the group 4, which 
facilitates comparison between and across management hierarchy of non-nifty top and 
middle managers there is significant difference in their thoughts on this particular issue 
of job creation.  
 
 From the over all theoretical and statistical evaluation it is observed that in the 
area of job creation companies can assists self employment agencies by providing 
training to enthusiastic entrepreneurs. It is true that most enterprises do little to see that 
equal employment opportunities are available at middle and senior levels in organization.  
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3.9.3.1 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Job Creation By All Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Companies should hire senior unemployed persons and disadvantaged, even if it means loss of an 
opportunity to employ readily available skilled personnel 
2.84 2 1.28 
b) Although the law guarantees equal employment opportunities to women, most companies do little 
to see it happen at middle and senior levels in the organisation. 
2.80 3 1.34 
c) Companies can assist self-employment agencies by providing training to the enthusiastic 
entrepreneurs. 
2.98 1 1.41 
 
3.9.3.2 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Job Creation By All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Companies should hire senior unemployed persons and disadvantaged, even if it 
means loss of an opportunity to employ readily available skilled personnel 
2.90 2 1.33 2.79 2 1.24 0.12 
b) Although the law guarantees equal employment opportunities to women, most 
companies do little to see it happen at middle and senior levels in the organisation. 
2.90 2 1.37 2.70 3 1.31 0.21 
c) Companies can assist self-employment agencies by providing training to the 
enthusiastic entrepreneurs. 
3.13 1 1.41 2.85 1 1.42 0.28 
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3.9.3.3 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Job Creation By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Companies should hire senior unemployed persons and disadvantaged, even if it 
means loss of an opportunity to employ readily available skilled personnel 
2.80 3 1.32 2.94 1 1.20 0.14 
b) Although the law guarantees equal employment opportunities to women, most 
companies do little to see it happen at middle and senior levels in the organisation. 
3.00 1 1.41 2.76 3 1.35 0.24 
c) Companies can assist self-employment agencies by providing training to the 
enthusiastic entrepreneurs. 
3.00 1 1.41 2.82 2 1.42 0.18 
3.9.3.4 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Job Creation By Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Companies should hire senior unemployed persons and disadvantaged, even if it 
means loss of an opportunity to employ readily available skilled personnel 
3.00 2 1.37 2.63 2 1.31 0.38 
b) Although the law guarantees equal employment opportunities to women, most 
companies do little to see it happen at middle and senior levels in the organisation. 
2.81 3 1.38 2.63 2 1.31 0.19 
c) Companies can assist self-employment agencies by providing training to the 
enthusiastic entrepreneurs. 
3.25 1 1.44 2.88 1 1.45 0.38 
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3.9.3.5 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Job Creation By All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty 
managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Companies should hire senior unemployed persons and disadvantaged, even if it 
means loss of an opportunity to employ readily available skilled personnel 
2.88 2 1.24 2.81 2 1.33 0.06 
b) Although the law guarantees equal employment opportunities to women, most 
companies do little to see it happen at middle and senior levels in the organisation. 
2.88 2 1.36 2.72 3 1.33 0.16 
c) Companies can assist self-employment agencies by providing training to the 
enthusiastic entrepreneurs. 
2.91 1 1.40 3.06 1 1.44 0.16 
 
3.9.3.6 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Job Creation By Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Companies should hire senior unemployed persons and disadvantaged, even if it 
means loss of an opportunity to employ readily available skilled personnel 
2.80 3 1.32 3.00 2 1.37 0.20 
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b) Although the law guarantees equal employment opportunities to women, most 
companies do little to see it happen at middle and senior levels in the organisation. 
3.00 1 1.41 2.81 3 1.38 0.19 
c) Companies can assist self-employment agencies by providing training to the 
enthusiastic entrepreneurs. 
3.00 1 1.41 3.25 1 1.44 0.25 
 
3.9.3.7 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Job Creation By Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Companies should hire senior unemployed persons and disadvantaged, even if it 
means loss of an opportunity to employ readily available skilled personnel 
2.94 1 1.20 2.63 2 1.31 0.32 
b) Although the law guarantees equal employment opportunities to women, most 
companies do little to see it happen at middle and senior levels in the organisation. 
2.76 3 1.35 2.63 2 1.31 0.14 
c) Companies can assist self-employment agencies by providing training to the 
enthusiastic entrepreneurs. 
2.82 2 1.42 2.88 1 1.45 0.05 
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3.9.3.8 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Job Creation By T- tests statistics for table 3.9.3.1 
to 3.9.3.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.20 0.08 0.80 H. D. P. R. 0.41 4.20 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.05 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.09 0.20 -0.95 H. D. N. R. 0.21 0.77 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.52 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.31 0.10 0.90 H. D. P. R. 0.28 5.00 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.04 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty 
managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
0.02 0.16 0.97 H. D. P. R. 0.17 0.22 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.84 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
0.08 0.23 0.08 L. D. P. R. 0.95 0.63 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.59 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.13 0.18 -0.18 L. D. N. R. 0.88 1.27 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.33 
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3.9.4 Evaluation of the segment 3.9.4 
3.9.4 Encouraging consumerism.  
(a) Enterprises have to foster and promote consumer councils.  
(b) It is the responsibility of government to specify areas where in consumer 
protection is necessary. 
(c) It is people who should from in to consumer associations and bring to the notice of 
manufacturers the adverse effect of company policies and products. 
(d) The existing framework of legislation and institutional network (ISI etc.) is 
adequately protecting consumers; nothing further is needed in this direction.  
 
The statistical evaluation of this segment is based on the data analysis tabulated in 
the table no 3.9.4.1 to 3.9.4.7 and test results are shown in the table 3.9.4.8.  
 
The ranking pattern in this connection shows that all 7 groups in primary and sub 
groups in secondary tabulation have given maximum mean score to the 9.4.d. It means that 
all the managers do believe that existing laws and network protecting the consumers are 
sufficiently and nothing further is necessary to be done. The mean scores also support the 
same conclusion mentioning 9.4.d as the highest scored parameters in the group of the 
segment. However the standard deviation varies from 1.2 to 1.5, which shows that there is 
higher variability on the opinions of managers of the different groups. The test results 
shows that from table 3.9.4.2 to 3.9.4.7 gets figures as 0.60, 0.15, 0.57, 1.10, 0.64 and 1.83 
respectively with the critical value being 3.182 for all the groups it can be concluded that 
there is no significance difference in the attitude between all groups of managers on this 
particular issue. 
 
From the over all evaluation few prima facia things come in to picture. As the 
existing framework is said to be sufficient which actually not more is to be done in the 
regard of protecting consumers a whole issue in the companies practices in the chapter no 
5 of this theses has been included for the further evaluation.  
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3.9.4.1 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Encouraging Consumerism By All Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Enterprises have to foster and promote consumer councils. 2.58 4 1.40 
b) It is the responsibility of Government to specify areas wherein consumer protection is necessary. 2.72 3 1.28 
c) It is people who should form into consumer associations and bring to the notice of manufacturers 
the adverse effects of company policies and products. 
2.83 2 1.28 
d) The existing framework of legislation and institutional network (ISI etc.) is adequately protecting 
consumer; nothing further is needed in this direction. 
2.91 1 1.37 
 
3.9.4.2 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Encouraging Consumerism By All Top managers-
All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Enterprises have to foster and promote consumer councils. 2.58 4 1.43 2.58 4 1.39 0.00 
b) It is the responsibility of Government to specify areas wherein consumer 
protection is necessary. 
2.74 3 1.29 2.70 3 1.29 0.04 
c) It is people who should form into consumer associations and bring to the notice 
of manufacturers the adverse effects of company policies and products. 
2.81 2 1.33 2.85 2 1.25 0.04 
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d) The existing framework of legislation and institutional network (ISI etc.) is 
adequately protecting consumer; nothing further is needed in this direction. 
2.87 1 1.41 2.94 1 1.34 0.07 
 
3.9.4.3 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Encouraging Consumerism By Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Enterprises have to foster and promote consumer councils. 2.40 4 1.45 2.47 4 1.46 0.07 
b) It is the responsibility of Government to specify areas wherein consumer 
protection is necessary. 
2.73 3 1.28 2.71 3 1.26 0.03 
c) It is people who should form into consumer associations and bring to the notice 
of manufacturers the adverse effects of company policies and products. 
2.87 1 1.41 2.82 2 1.33 0.04 
d) The existing framework of legislation and institutional network (ISI etc.) is 
adequately protecting consumer; nothing further is needed in this direction. 
2.87 1 1.41 2.88 1 1.36 0.02 
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3.9.4.4 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Encouraging Consumerism By Non-Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Enterprises have to foster and promote consumer councils. 2.75 2 1.44 2.69 3 1.35 0.06 
b) It is the responsibility of Government to specify areas wherein consumer 
protection is necessary. 
2.75 2 1.34 2.69 3 1.35 0.06 
c) It is people who should form into consumer associations and bring to the notice 
of manufacturers the adverse effects of company policies and products. 
2.75 2 1.29 2.88 2 1.20 0.13 
d) The existing framework of legislation and institutional network (ISI etc.) is 
adequately protecting consumer; nothing further is needed in this direction. 
2.88 1 1.45 3.00 1 1.37 0.13 
 
3.9.4.5 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Encouraging Consumerism By All Nifty managers-
All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Enterprises have to foster and promote consumer councils. 2.44 4 1.44 2.72 3 1.37 0.28 
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b) It is the responsibility of Government to specify areas wherein consumer 
protection is necessary. 
2.72 3 1.25 2.72 3 1.33 0.00 
c) It is people who should form into consumer associations and bring to the notice 
of manufacturers the adverse effects of company policies and products. 
2.84 2 1.35 2.81 2 1.23 0.03 
d) The existing framework of legislation and institutional network (ISI etc.) is 
adequately protecting consumer; nothing further is needed in this direction. 
2.88 1 1.36 2.94 1 1.39 0.06 
 
3.9.4.6 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Encouraging Consumerism By Top Nifty managers-
Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Enterprises have to foster and promote consumer councils. 2.40 4 1.45 2.75 2 1.44 0.35 
b) It is the responsibility of Government to specify areas wherein consumer 
protection is necessary. 
2.73 3 1.28 2.75 2 1.34 0.02 
c) It is people who should form into consumer associations and bring to the notice 
of manufacturers the adverse effects of company policies and products. 
2.87 1 1.41 2.75 2 1.29 0.12 
d) The existing framework of legislation and institutional network (ISI etc.) is 
adequately protecting consumer; nothing further is needed in this direction. 
2.87 1 1.41 2.88 1 1.45 0.01 
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3.9.4.7 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Encouraging Consumerism By Middle Nifty 
managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Enterprises have to foster and promote consumer councils. 2.47 4 1.46 2.69 3 1.35 0.22 
b) It is the responsibility of Government to specify areas wherein consumer 
protection is necessary. 
2.71 3 1.26 2.69 3 1.35 0.02 
c) It is people who should form into consumer associations and bring to the notice 
of manufacturers the adverse effects of company policies and products. 
2.82 2 1.33 2.88 2 1.20 0.05 
d) The existing framework of legislation and institutional network (ISI etc.) is 
adequately protecting consumer; nothing further is needed in this direction. 
2.88 1 1.36 3.00 1 1.37 0.12 
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3.9.4.8 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Encouraging Consumerism By T- tests statistics for 
table 3.9.4.1 to 3.9.4.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.02 0.05 0.97 H. D. P. R. 0.03 0.60 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.59 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.03 0.05 0.99 H. D. P. R. 0.01 0.15 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.89 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.03 0.10 0.81 H. D. P. R. 0.18 0.57 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.60 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty 
managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
0.07 0.14 0.74 H. D. P. R. 0.25 1.10 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.35 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
0.06 0.19 0.45 L. D. P. R. 0.55 0.64 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.56 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
-0.09 0.10 0.83 H. D. P. R. 0.16 1.83 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.16 
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3.9.5 Evaluation of the segment 3.9.5: 
3.9.5 support of small and minority enterprises 
(a) Encouraging small and minority enterprises through placement of purchase 
orders is an obligation of companies.   
(b) Companies need not purchase from small and minority enterprises if economic 
consideration do not allow it. 
(c) Government should take responsibility for protecting minority and small 
enterprises by providing subsidies and other incentives. 
(d) Support through provision of technological and marketing knows how is the 
responsibility of the companies. 
 
The tabulation and analysis of the resulting responses from this particular 
segment is done in the tables 3.9.5.1 to 3.9.5.7 and the t test results are summarized in 
the table 3.9.5.8. 
 
To have the over all area of managerial attitude on the issue we need to go 
through the ranking patter. The top ranks in respective groups starting from all 
managers are 9.5.b, 9.5.b and 9.5.b, 9.5.b and 9.5.b, 9.5.a and 9.5.a, 9.5.b and 9.5.a, 
9.5.b and 9.5.a, 9.5.b and 9.5.b. These ranks shows that the parameter companies need 
not purchase from small enterprises if economic consideration is not suitable gets the 
highest rank and response from the mangers. The mean scores ranging from 3 and 
touching as high as 4 shows the keen interest of the managers on the over all issue.  
 
The t test results are evident of the fact the there is no significance difference 
in the thoughts of mangers on the over all issue. The test value for respective groups 
from 2 to 7 are as 1.98, 1.26, 0.49, 0.26, 0.90 and 0.09 with the d.f. 3 and critical 
value being 3.182 the null hypothesis for al cases is acceptable.  
 
It can be said that technical and marketing know how should be provided to 
small enterprises to make them more competetant. They can offer goods at 
competetant they can offer goods at competitive and economic prices to the large 
organizations and the market in general. 
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3.9.5.1 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Support of Small and Minority Enterprises By All 
Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Encouraging small and minority enterprises through placement of purchase orders is an 
obligation of companies. 
3.02 2 1.36 
b) Companies need not purchase from small and minority enterprises if economic considerations do 
not allow it. 
3.31 1 1.37 
c) Government should take responsibility for protecting minority and small enterprises by providing 
subsidies and other incentive. 
2.78 4 1.34 
d) Support through provision of technological and marketing know-how is the responsibility of the 
companies. 
2.98 3 1.42 
 
3.9.5.2 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Support of Small and Minority Enterprises By All 
Top managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Encouraging small and minority enterprises through placement of purchase 
orders is an obligation of companies. 
2.94 2 1.34 3.09 2 1.40 0.16 
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b) Companies need not purchase from small and minority enterprises if economic 
considerations do not allow it. 
3.16 1 1.44 3.45 1 1.30 0.29 
c) Government should take responsibility for protecting minority and small 
enterprises by providing subsidies and other incentive. 
2.81 4 1.35 2.76 4 1.35 0.05 
d) Support through provision of technological and marketing know-how is the 
responsibility of the companies. 
2.90 3 1.40 3.06 3 1.46 0.16 
 
3.9.5.3 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Support of Small and Minority Enterprises By Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Encouraging small and minority enterprises through placement of purchase 
orders is an obligation of companies. 
2.67 4 1.29 2.82 3 1.24 0.16 
b) Companies need not purchase from small and minority enterprises if economic 
considerations do not allow it. 
3.20 1 1.57 3.53 1 1.23 0.33 
c) Government should take responsibility for protecting minority and small 
enterprises by providing subsidies and other incentive. 
2.87 2 1.30 2.65 4 1.32 0.22 
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d) Support through provision of technological and marketing know-how is the 
responsibility of the companies. 
2.80 3 1.37 3.41 2 1.37 0.61 
 
3.9.5.4 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Support of Small and Minority Enterprises By Non-
Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Encouraging small and minority enterprises through placement of purchase 
orders is an obligation of companies. 
3.19 1 1.38 3.38 1 1.54 0.19 
b) Companies need not purchase from small and minority enterprises if economic 
considerations do not allow it. 
3.13 2 1.36 3.38 1 1.41 0.25 
c) Government should take responsibility for protecting minority and small 
enterprises by providing subsidies and other incentive. 
2.75 4 1.44 2.88 3 1.41 0.13 
d) Support through provision of technological and marketing know-how is the 
responsibility of the companies. 
3.00 3 1.46 2.69 4 1.49 0.31 
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3.9.5.5 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Support of Small and Minority Enterprises By All 
Nifty managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Encouraging small and minority enterprises through placement of purchase 
orders is an obligation of companies. 
2.75 3 1.24 3.28 1 1.44 0.53 
b) Companies need not purchase from small and minority enterprises if economic 
considerations do not allow it. 
3.38 1 1.39 3.25 2 1.37 0.13 
c) Government should take responsibility for protecting minority and small 
enterprises by providing subsidies and other incentive. 
2.75 3 1.30 2.81 4 1.40 0.06 
d) Support through provision of technological and marketing know-how is the 
responsibility of the companies. 
3.13 2 1.39 2.84 3 1.46 0.28 
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3.9.5.6 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Support of Small and Minority Enterprises By Top 
Nifty managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Encouraging small and minority enterprises through placement of purchase 
orders is an obligation of companies. 
2.67 4 1.29 3.19 1 1.38 0.52 
b) Companies need not purchase from small and minority enterprises if economic 
considerations do not allow it. 
3.20 1 1.57 3.13 2 1.36 0.08 
c) Government should take responsibility for protecting minority and small 
enterprises by providing subsidies and other incentive. 
2.87 2 1.30 2.75 4 1.44 0.12 
d) Support through provision of technological and marketing know-how is the 
responsibility of the companies. 
2.80 3 1.37 3.00 3 1.46 0.20 
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3.9.5.7 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Support of Small and Minority Enterprises By 
Middle Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Encouraging small and minority enterprises through placement of purchase 
orders is an obligation of companies. 
2.82 3 1.24 3.38 1 1.54 0.55 
b) Companies need not purchase from small and minority enterprises if economic 
considerations do not allow it. 
3.53 1 1.23 3.38 1 1.41 0.15 
c) Government should take responsibility for protecting minority and small 
enterprises by providing subsidies and other incentive. 
2.65 4 1.32 2.88 3 1.41 0.23 
d) Support through provision of technological and marketing know-how is the 
responsibility of the companies. 
3.41 2 1.37 2.69 4 1.49 0.72 
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3.9.5.8 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Support of Small and Minority Enterprises By T- 
tests statistics for table 3.9.5.1 to 3.9.5.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.14 0.14 0.98 H. D. P. R. 0.02 1.98 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.14 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.21 0.35 0.60 H. D. P. R. 0.40 1.26 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.30 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.06 0.25 0.70 H. D. P. R. 0.30 0.49 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.65 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
0.04 0.35 0.22 L. D. P. R. 0.78 0.26 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.81 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
0.13 0.29 0.02 L. D. P. R. 0.98 0.90 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.43 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.02 0.54 0.03 L. D. P. R. 0.97 0.09 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.93 
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3.9.6 Evaluation of segment 3.9.6 
 
3.9.6 pollution abatement 
 
(a) Pollution is not still a mayor social problem in our country. 
 
(b) Government should pass legislation to make clear the extent of industry’s 
industry’s responsibility for reducing pollution. 
 
(c) There should be heavy taxes on industrial activities and products that pollute 
the environment. 
 
(d) Companies have an obligation to society to adopt effective anti pollution 
equipment even when not legally required to do so. 
 
The statistical evaluation of the whole segment is presented in the following 
paragraphs. It is accepted that our country do have some basic environment legislation 
but it is expected that much is required to be done in this regard. To assess the 
companies’ practices on this most attention needed social responsibility issue a 
separate chapter no 6 are there in this thesis. However thoughts pertaining to pollution 
issue have been assessed over here in this segment. 
 
The overall statistical evaluation is presented on the bases of the data tabulated 
in the table no 3.9.6.1 to 3.9.6.7 and the t test results are shown in the table 3.9.6.8. 
 
To assess the over all attitude the ranking pattern is useful. The parameter 
which gets the top ranks for all seven groups one by one are respectively 3.9.6.a, 
3.9.6.a and 3.9.6.b, 3.9.6.a and 3.9.6.c, 3.9.6.c and 3.9.6.b, 3.9.6.c and 3.9.6.a, 3.9.6.a 
and 3.9.6.c and 3.9.6.b and 3.9.6.c. It is evident from the ranking pattern that different 
groups of managers give different priorities to the different issues. The reason is that 
pollution being a sensitive in responding and do not wanted their identity being 
disclosed on the whole issue. However special care has already been taken from the 
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beginning it self that identity of all the managers be the confidential as the whole 
issue being so sensitive.  
 
The T test result shows that for table 3.9.6.2, 3.9.6.3 and 3.9.6.4 null 
hypothesis is selected as calculated value being 0.86, 0.48 and 0.35 and critical value 
is 3.182 at 3 degree of freedom. For table 3.9.6.5 i.e. All nifty managers and all non 
nifty managers alternative hypothesis is selected where value is 3.30 against critical 
value 3.182 and it suggest that there is significance difference in the thoughts of nifty 
and non nifty managers on this particular issue. The last two comparisons have null 
hypothesis accepted with calculated value being 1.17 and 1.19 respectively.  
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3.9.6.1 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Pollution Abatement By All Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Pollution is not still a major social problem in our country. 3.02 1 1.35 
b) Government should pass legislation to make clear the extent of Industry’s responsibility for 
reducing pollution. 
2.89 3 1.35 
c) There should be heavy taxes on industrial activities and products that pollute the environment. 2.97 2 1.38 
d) Companies have an obligation to society to adopt effective anti-pollution equipment even when 
not legally required to do so. 
2.83 4 1.36 
 
3.9.6.2 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Pollution Abatement By All Top managers-All 
middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Pollution is not still a major social problem in our country. 3.06 1 1.36 2.97 2 1.36 0.09 
b) Government should pass legislation to make clear the extent of Industry’s 
responsibility for reducing pollution. 
2.77 3 1.31 3.00 1 1.39 0.23 
c) There should be heavy taxes on industrial activities and products that pollute the 
environment. 
2.97 2 1.35 2.97 2 1.42 0.00 
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d) Companies have an obligation to society to adopt effective anti-pollution 
equipment even when not legally required to do so. 
2.77 3 1.36 2.88 4 1.39 0.10 
 
3.9.6.3 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Pollution Abatement By Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Pollution is not still a major social problem in our country. 3.00 1 1.46 2.76 2 1.35 0.24 
b) Government should pass legislation to make clear the extent of Industry’s 
responsibility for reducing pollution. 
2.67 3 1.29 2.65 3 1.32 0.02 
c) There should be heavy taxes on industrial activities and products that pollute the 
environment. 
2.60 4 1.30 3.18 1 1.42 0.58 
d) Companies have an obligation to society to adopt effective anti-pollution 
equipment even when not legally required to do so. 
2.87 2 1.41 2.65 3 1.32 0.22 
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3.9.6.4 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Pollution Abatement By Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Pollution is not still a major social problem in our country. 3.13 2 1.31 3.19 2 1.38 0.06 
b) Government should pass legislation to make clear the extent of Industry’s 
responsibility for reducing pollution. 
2.88 3 1.36 3.38 1 1.41 0.50 
c) There should be heavy taxes on industrial activities and products that pollute the 
environment. 
3.31 1 1.35 2.75 4 1.44 0.56 
d) Companies have an obligation to society to adopt effective anti-pollution 
equipment even when not legally required to do so. 
2.69 4 1.35 3.13 3 1.45 0.44 
 
3.9.6.5 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Pollution Abatement By All Nifty managers-All 
Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Pollution is not still a major social problem in our country. 2.88 2 1.39 3.16 1 1.32 0.28 
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b) Government should pass legislation to make clear the extent of Industry’s 
responsibility for reducing pollution. 
2.66 4 1.29 3.13 2 1.39 0.47 
c) There should be heavy taxes on industrial activities and products that pollute the 
environment. 
2.91 1 1.38 3.03 3 1.40 0.13 
d) Companies have an obligation to society to adopt effective anti-pollution 
equipment even when not legally required to do so. 
2.75 3 1.34 2.91 4 1.40 0.16 
 
3.9.6.6 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Pollution Abatement By Top Nifty managers-Top 
Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Pollution is not still a major social problem in our country. 3.00 1 1.46 3.13 2 1.31 0.13 
b) Government should pass legislation to make clear the extent of Industry’s 
responsibility for reducing pollution. 
2.67 3 1.29 2.88 3 1.36 0.21 
c) There should be heavy taxes on industrial activities and products that pollute the 
environment. 
2.60 4 1.30 3.31 1 1.35 0.71 
d) Companies have an obligation to society to adopt effective anti-pollution 
equipment even when not legally required to do so. 
2.87 2 1.41 2.69 4 1.35 0.18 
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3.9.6.7 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Pollution Abatement By Middle Nifty managers-
Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Pollution is not still a major social problem in our country. 2.76 2 1.35 3.19 2 1.38 0.42 
b) Government should pass legislation to make clear the extent of Industry’s 
responsibility for reducing pollution. 
2.65 3 1.32 3.38 1 1.41 0.73 
c) There should be heavy taxes on industrial activities and products that pollute the 
environment. 
3.18 1 1.42 2.75 4 1.44 0.43 
d) Companies have an obligation to society to adopt effective anti-pollution 
equipment even when not legally required to do so. 
2.65 3 1.32 3.13 3 1.45 0.48 
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3.9.6.8 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Pollution Abatement By T- tests statistics for table 
3.9.6.1 to 3.9.6.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.06 0.14 0.32 L. D. P. R. 0.68 0.86 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.45 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.02 0.38 0.52 H. D. P. R. 0.48 0.13 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.90 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.10 0.48 -0.65 H. D. N. R. 0.35 0.44 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.68 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty 
managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
0.25 0.15 0.06 L. D. P. R. 0.94 3.30 3.182 Ha Accept 3 0.05 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
0.21 0.37 -0.27 L. D. N. R. 0.72 1.17 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.33 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.30 0.50 0.91 H. D. P. R. 0.08 1.19 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.31 
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3.9.7 Statistical evaluation of segment 3.9.7 
3.9.7  Natural resource conservation: 
(a) Companies have to preserve and utilize natural resources with restraint and 
reasonableness, for the benefit of future generation. 
(b) Conservation measures by industry have to for been half-hearted response to 
the energy crisis. 
 
The natural resource conservation and utilization is a major issue as we are 
utilizing those rapidly with out thinking about future generation. It is a major social 
responsibility issue and managers do have given their fair responses on this critical 
issue the data is presented in tables from table no 3.9.7.1 to 3.9.7.8 first seven 
facilitating comparison between different groups of managers and the last one being 
the t test results in summary.  
 
The rank statistics in the order shows that group wise ranks are something like, 
3.9.7.b, 3.9.7.a and 3.9.7.b, 3.9.7.b, 3.9.7.b and 3.9.7.a, 3.9.7.b and 3.9.7.a, 3.9.7.b and 
3.9.7.a, 3.9.7.b and 3.9.7.a and 3.9.7.b and 3.9.7.a. It shows that managers are having 
different ideas on these two parameters as some giving a the first priority and some 
giving b the first priority with the mean scores between 3 and 4 it shows that 
managers are giving utmost importance to the issue. However the standard deviation 
being between 1.2 and 1.4 we can say that there is high variability of the opinions.   
 
The t test results are calculated and found that the values are being lower that 
the critical values, the calculated values for all the group starting. From second group 
are 0.60, 2.03, 0.50, 0.12, 0.09, and 0.43 respectively and critical value being 12.706 
for all null hypotheses in all cases is accepted mentioning there is no significant 
difference in the thoughts and attitude in all groups of managers in connection to the 
issue of natural resource conservation. 
 
We can conclude that companies have to preserve and utilize natural resources 
with restraint and reasonableness for the benefit of future generation. Conservation 
measures so far have been halfhearted responses to the shortage crisis. 
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3.9.7.1 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Natural Resource Conservation By All Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Companies have to preserve and utilize natural resources with restraint and reasonableness, for 
the benefit of future generations.  
3.19 2 1.33 
b) Conservation measures by industry have to far been half-hearted response to the energy crisis.  3.20 1 1.35 
 
3.9.7.2 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Natural Resource Conservation By All Top 
managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Companies have to preserve and utilize natural resources with restraint and 
reasonableness, for the benefit of future generations.  
3.23 1 1.36 3.15 2 1.33 0.07 
b) Conservation measures by industry have to far been half-hearted response to the 
energy crisis.  
3.19 2 1.40 3.21 1 1.32 0.02 
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3.9.7.3 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Natural Resource Conservation By Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Companies have to preserve and utilize natural resources with restraint and 
reasonableness, for the benefit of future generations.  
3.00 2 1.51 2.94 2 1.34 0.06 
b) Conservation measures by industry have to far been half-hearted response to the 
energy crisis.  
3.47 1 1.41 3.29 1 1.36 0.17 
 
3.9.7.4 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Natural Resource Conservation By Non-Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Companies have to preserve and utilize natural resources with restraint and 
reasonableness, for the benefit of future generations.  
3.44 1 1.21 3.38 1 1.31 0.06 
b) Conservation measures by industry have to far been half-hearted response to the 
energy crisis.  
2.94 2 1.39 3.13 2 1.31 0.19 
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3.9.7.5 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Natural Resource Conservation By All Nifty 
managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Companies have to preserve and utilize natural resources with restraint and 
reasonableness, for the benefit of future generations.  
2.97 2 1.40 3.41 1 1.24 0.44 
b) Conservation measures by industry have to far been half-hearted response to the 
energy crisis.  
3.38 1 1.36 3.03 2 1.33 0.34 
 
3.9.7.6 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Natural Resource Conservation By Top Nifty 
managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Companies have to preserve and utilize natural resources with restraint and 
reasonableness, for the benefit of future generations.  
3.00 2 1.51 3.44 1 1.21 0.44 
b) Conservation measures by industry have to far been half-hearted response to the 
energy crisis.  
3.47 1 1.41 2.94 2 1.39 0.53 
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3.9.7.7 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Natural Resource Conservation By Middle Nifty 
managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Companies have to preserve and utilize natural resources with restraint and 
reasonableness, for the benefit of future generations.  
2.94 2 1.34 3.38 1 1.31 0.43 
b) Conservation measures by industry have to far been half-hearted response to the 
energy crisis.  
3.29 1 1.36 3.13 2 1.31 0.17 
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3.9.7.8 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Natural Resource Conservation By T- tests statistics 
for table 3.9.7.1 to 3.9.7.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.03 0.07 -1.00 P. N. R. 0.00 0.60 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.66 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.11 0.08 1.00 P. P. R. 0.80 2.03 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.29 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.06 0.17 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 0.50 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.70 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
0.04 0.55 -1.00 P. N. R. 0.00 0.12 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.92 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
0.04 0.68 -1.00 P. N. R. 0.00 0.09 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.94 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.13 0.42 -1.00 P. N. R. 0.00 0.43 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.73 
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3.9.8 Statistical evaluation of the segment 3.9.8 
3.9.8  Society improvement programme. 
(a) Few companies in India have realized the need for taking up society 
improvement programmes.  
(b) Companies which have not made adequate profits need not feel the obligation 
for undertaking society improvement programmes.  
(c) Companies have to provide financial support to various institutions in society 
that promote health, education, sports, culture, religion, arts etc… 
 
 Now, a day’s number of NGOs has emerged on the screen of social 
responsibility scenario. They are treated as the facilitating agencies. Many companies 
do have their own NGO but most of these NGOs are limited to one objective and field 
only. At global level institutions like WHO and Red Cross are giving their services 
from the years but in India after 2000 such kinds of agencies have emerged at national 
level. 
 
 The over all statistical evaluation of the whole issue in the eyes of various 
groups of managers is presented in the following paragraphs. This evaluation is based 
on the data tabulated in the tables 3.9.8.1 to 3.9.8.8 first 7 tables being the comparison 
and lost one summarizing the t test results.  
 
 In the tables volatile ranking pattern is evident. The first rank has been 
allocated on the basis of highest mean scores and in respective groups the first rank is 
secured by as 9.8.b, 9.8.b and 9.8.a, 9.8.b and 9.8.c, 9.8.b and 9.8.a, 9.8.b and 9.8.a, 
9.8.b and 9.8.b, 9.8.c and 9.8.a. It is evident that different groups have emphasized 
different parameters as the important one actually there are four basic group and all 
have opined differently. The mean scores being between 2 and 4 gives idea that there 
exists the variability about the opinions. 
 
 The t test results are tabulated in the last take i.e. 3.9.8.8 and the resulting 
values in chronological orders are 1.09, 0.50, 1.11, 1.46, 1.22 and 0.71. The critical 
value being 4.303 at 2 degree of freedom it is said that null hypothesis in all cases is 
accepted mentioning there is no significance difference in the thoughts of all groups 
of managers. 
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3.9.8.1 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Society Improvement Programme By All Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Few Companies in India have realized the need for taking up society improvement programmes 3.08 2 1.42 
b) Companies which have not made adequate profits need not feel the obligation for undertaking 
society improvement programmes. 
3.27 1 1.37 
c) Companies have to provide financial support to various institutions in society that promote 
health, education, sports, culture, religion, arts, etc. 
2.95 3 1.40 
 
3.9.8.2 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Society Improvement Programme By All Top 
managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Few Companies in India have realized the need for taking up society 
improvement programmes 
2.84 2 1.42 3.30 1 1.40 0.46 
b) Companies which have not made adequate profits need not feel the obligation 
for undertaking society improvement programmes. 
3.35 1 1.38 3.18 2 1.38 0.17 
c) Companies have to provide financial support to various institutions in society 
that promote health, education, sports, culture, religion, arts, etc. 
2.77 3 1.36 3.12 3 1.43 0.35 
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3.9.8.3 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Society Improvement Programme By Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Few Companies in India have realized the need for taking up society 
improvement programmes 
2.87 2 1.51 3.18 3 1.42 0.31 
b) Companies which have not made adequate profits need not feel the obligation 
for undertaking society improvement programmes. 
3.73 1 1.22 3.24 2 1.35 0.50 
c) Companies have to provide financial support to various institutions in society 
that promote health, education, sports, culture, religion, arts, etc. 
2.80 3 1.32 3.53 1 1.42 0.73 
3.9.8.4 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Society Improvement Programme By Non-Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Few Companies in India have realized the need for taking up society 
improvement programmes 
2.81 2 1.38 3.44 1 1.41 0.63 
b) Companies which have not made adequate profits need not feel the obligation 
for undertaking society improvement programmes. 
3.00 1 1.46 3.13 2 1.45 0.13 
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c) Companies have to provide financial support to various institutions in society 
that promote health, education, sports, culture, religion, arts, etc. 
2.75 3 1.44 2.69 3 1.35 0.06 
3.9.8.5 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Society Improvement Programme By All Nifty 
managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Few Companies in India have realized the need for taking up society 
improvement programmes 
3.03 3 1.45 3.13 1 1.41 0.09 
b) Companies which have not made adequate profits need not feel the obligation 
for undertaking society improvement programmes. 
3.47 1 1.29 3.06 2 1.44 0.41 
c) Companies have to provide financial support to various institutions in society 
that promote health, education, sports, culture, religion, arts, etc. 
3.19 2 1.40 2.72 3 1.37 0.47 
3.9.8.6 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Society Improvement Programme By Top Nifty 
managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Few Companies in India have realized the need for taking up society 
improvement programmes 
2.87 2 1.51 2.81 2 1.38 0.05 
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b) Companies which have not made adequate profits need not feel the obligation 
for undertaking society improvement programmes. 
3.73 1 1.22 3.00 1 1.46 0.73 
c) Companies have to provide financial support to various institutions in society 
that promote health, education, sports, culture, religion, arts, etc. 
2.80 3 1.32 2.75 3 1.44 0.05 
 
3.9.8.7 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Society Improvement Programme By Middle Nifty 
managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Few Companies in India have realized the need for taking up society 
improvement programmes 
3.18 3 1.42 3.44 1 1.41 0.26 
b) Companies which have not made adequate profits need not feel the obligation 
for undertaking society improvement programmes. 
3.24 2 1.35 3.13 2 1.45 0.11 
c) Companies have to provide financial support to various institutions in society 
that promote health, education, sports, culture, religion, arts, etc. 
3.53 1 1.42 2.69 3 1.35 0.84 
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3.9.8.8 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Society Improvement Programme By T- tests 
statistics for table 3.9.8.1 to 3.9.8.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.21 0.34 0.09 L. D. P. R. 0.94 1.09 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.39 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.18 0.62 -0.41 L. D. N. R. 0.72 0.50 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.67 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.22 0.35 0.33 L. D. P. R. 0.78 1.11 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.38 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty 
managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
0.26 0.30 0.02 L. D. P. R. 0.98 1.46 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.28 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
0.27 0.39 0.98 H. D. P. R. 0.11 1.22 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.34 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.23 0.56 -0.96 H. D. N. R. 0.17 0.71 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.55 
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3.9.9 Statistical evaluation of segment 3.9.9: 
 
3.9.9 Rural Development: 
 
(a) Industry primarily responsible for the rapid urbanization that has created a 
severe imbalance between rural and urban area. 
(b) Prosperous industrial sector cannot continue to grow and remain prosperous 
while vast rural areas remain backward. Industry has therefore to correct 
imbalance. 
(c) Rural upliftment by industry is more a rhetoric than practice.  
(d) Involvement by companies in many cases is combined to nearby areas and 
such programs, which benefit ultimately the companies.  
(e) Until government creator necessary infrastructure for the villages, companies 
cannot play a significant role in rural development. 
(f) From industry point of rural development is not construction roads and 
buildings, provision of drinking water facilities last generation of employment 
through establishment of small viable economic units.  
(g) Industry is more capable than government by its technology and management 
know how in promoting rural development. As such major companies have to 
adopt villages to provide all round improvement. 
(h) Rural development at present is unprofitable if companies divert most of their 
profits to it they will go bankrupt.  
  
 It is observed that most of the time companies do adopt the nearby villages or 
the town and divert significant funds so as to develop them. The example of TATA 
group and Jhamshedpur is famous. Various TATA companies have diverted as many 
as 156 crore in 2005 for various schemes promoted by various NGOs promoted by 
TATA companies in upliftment of rural areas. 
 
 The statistical analysis and evaluation of the segment related to rural 
development is presented in following paragraph. The data is tabulated in the table no 
3.9.9.1 to 3.9.9.7 and the last table 3.9.9.8 shows the summary of the t test results.  
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 The rank statistics on the basis of top mean scores is helpful in concluding 
which group of managers have favored which statement the top rank in chronological 
order of groups are ascertained in the following way 3.9.9.c, 3.9.9.b and 3.9.9.c, 
3.9.9.a and 3.9.9.d, 3.9.9.c and 3.9.9.c, 3.9.9.h and 3.9.9.c. These ranks are evident of 
the proof that the parameter 3.9.9.c rural upliftment by industry is more a rhetoric 
than practice is considered the most appropriate statement in the whole issue. The 
mean scores fall between 2.5 to 4 it shows that there is volatility in the opinions of the 
different managers. It is also evident from the standard deviation being as high as 1.4 
in almost all cases.  
 
 The t test results shows that group 2nd and 3rd has got lower calculated values 
i.e. 0.77 and 0.11 than critical value of 2.365. Group four has got higher calculated 
value 2.70 which shows that there is significant difference in the thoughts of non nifty 
top and middle managers for next three groups calculated value of t is 0.85, 0.20 and 
0.97 respectively which is below the critical value of 2.365 means HO is accepted and 
there is no significance difference between the groups compared and data tested.  
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3.9.9.1 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Rural Development By All Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Industry primarily responsible for the rapid urbanization that has created a severe imbalance 
between rural and urban areas. 
2.98 7 1.49 
b) Prosperous industrial sector cannot continue to grow and remain prosperous while vast rural areas 
remain backward. Industry has therefore, to correct the imbalance. 
3.11 3 1.31 
c) Rural upliftment by industry is more a rhetoric than a practice. 3.25 1 1.44 
d) Involvement by companies in many cases is confined to nearby areas and such programmes, 
which benefit ultimately the companies. 
3.09 5 1.33 
e) Until Government creates the necessary infrastructure for the villages, companies cannot play a 
significant role in rural development. 
3.11 3 1.37 
f) From industry print of rural development is not construction roads and buildings, provision of 
drinking water facilities etc., but generation of employment through establishment of small viable 
economic units.    
3.02 6 1.36 
g) Industry is more capable than government by its technology and management know-how in 
promoting rural development. As such major companies have to adopt villages to provide all 
round improvement. 
2.98 7 1.27 
h) Rural development at present is unprofitable. If companies divert most of their profits to it, they 
will go bankrupt. 
3.13 2 1.35 
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3.9.9.2 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Rural Development By All Top managers-All 
middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Diffe
rence 
a) Industry primarily responsible for the rapid urbanization that has created a severe 
imbalance between rural and urban areas. 
3.06 4 1.46 2.91 8 1.53 0.16 
b) Prosperous industrial sector cannot continue to grow and remain prosperous while 
vast rural areas remain backward. Industry has therefore, to correct the imbalance. 
3.23 1 1.28 3.00 6 1.35 0.23 
c) Rural upliftment by industry is more a rhetoric than a practice. 3.16 3 1.46 3.33 1 1.43 0.17 
d) Involvement by companies in many cases is confined to nearby areas and such 
programmes, which benefit ultimately the companies. 
2.94 6 1.29 3.24 2 1.37 0.31 
e) Until Government creates the necessary infrastructure for the villages, companies 
cannot play a significant role in rural development. 
3.23 1 1.41 3.00 6 1.35 0.23 
f) From industry print of rural development is not construction roads and buildings, 
provision of drinking water facilities etc., but generation of employment through 
establishment of small viable economic units.    
2.94 6 1.39 3.09 4 1.35 0.16 
g) Industry is more capable than government by its technology and management 
know-how in promoting rural development. As such major companies have to 
adopt villages to provide all round improvement. 
2.87 8 1.28 3.09 4 1.26 0.22 
h) Rural development at present is unprofitable. If companies divert most of their 
profits to it, they will go bankrupt. 
3.00 5 1.34 3.24 2 1.37 0.24 
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3.9.9.3 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Rural Development By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Industry primarily responsible for the rapid urbanization that has created a severe 
imbalance between rural and urban areas. 
3.27 1 1.49 2.94 6 1.64 0.33 
b) Prosperous industrial sector cannot continue to grow and remain prosperous while 
vast rural areas remain backward. Industry has therefore, to correct the imbalance. 
3.27 1 1.39 2.76 7 1.35 0.50 
c) Rural upliftment by industry is more a rhetoric than a practice. 2.93 5 1.44 3.18 4 1.47 0.24 
d) Involvement by companies in many cases is confined to nearby areas and such 
programmes, which benefit ultimately the companies. 
2.80 7 1.32 3.35 1 1.32 0.55 
e) Until Government creates the necessary infrastructure for the villages, companies 
cannot play a significant role in rural development. 
3.27 1 1.39 2.71 8 1.31 0.56 
f) From industry print of rural development is not construction roads and buildings, 
provision of drinking water facilities etc., but generation of employment through 
establishment of small viable economic units.    
2.80 7 1.32 3.06 5 1.30 0.26 
g) Industry is more capable than government by its technology and management 
know-how in promoting rural development. As such major companies have to 
adopt villages to provide all round improvement. 
2.87 6 1.25 3.24 2 1.30 0.37 
h) Rural development at present is unprofitable. If companies divert most of their 
profits to it, they will go bankrupt. 
3.13 4 1.30 3.24 2 1.35 0.10 
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3.9.9.4 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Rural Development By Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Industry primarily responsible for the rapid urbanization that has created a 
severe imbalance between rural and urban areas. 
2.88 6 1.45 2.88 8 1.45 0.00 
b) Prosperous industrial sector cannot continue to grow and remain prosperous 
while vast rural areas remain backward. Industry has therefore, to correct the 
imbalance. 
3.19 2 1.22 3.25 3 1.34 0.06 
c) Rural upliftment by industry is more a rhetoric than a practice. 3.38 1 1.50 3.50 1 1.41 0.13 
d) Involvement by companies in many cases is confined to nearby areas and such 
programmes, which benefit ultimately the companies. 
3.06 4 1.29 3.13 5 1.45 0.06 
e) Until Government creates the necessary infrastructure for the villages, 
companies cannot play a significant role in rural development. 
3.19 2 1.47 3.31 2 1.35 0.13 
f) From industry print of rural development is not construction roads and 
buildings, provision of drinking water facilities etc., but generation of 
employment through establishment of small viable economic units.    
3.06 4 1.48 3.13 5 1.45 0.06 
g) Industry is more capable than government by its technology and management 
know-how in promoting rural development. As such major companies have to 
adopt villages to provide all round improvement. 
2.88 6 1.36 2.94 7 1.24 0.06 
h) Rural development at present is unprofitable. If companies divert most of their 
profits to it, they will go bankrupt. 
2.88 6 1.41 3.25 3 1.44 0.38 
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3.9.9.5 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Rural Development By All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Industry primarily responsible for the rapid urbanization that has created a 
severe imbalance between rural and urban areas. 
3.09 2 1.55 2.88 8 1.43 0.22 
b) Prosperous industrial sector cannot continue to grow and remain prosperous 
while vast rural areas remain backward. Industry has therefore, to correct the 
imbalance. 
3.00 6 1.37 3.22 3 1.26 0.22 
c) Rural upliftment by industry is more a rhetoric than a practice. 3.06 4 1.44 3.44 1 1.44 0.38 
d) Involvement by companies in many cases is confined to nearby areas and such 
programmes, which benefit ultimately the companies. 
3.09 2 1.33 3.09 4 1.35 0.00 
e) Until Government creates the necessary infrastructure for the villages, 
companies cannot play a significant role in rural development. 
2.97 7 1.36 3.25 2 1.39 0.28 
f) From industry print of rural development is not construction roads and 
buildings, provision of drinking water facilities etc., but generation of 
employment through establishment of small viable economic units.    
2.94 8 1.29 3.09 4 1.44 0.16 
g) Industry is more capable than government by its technology and management 
know-how in promoting rural development. As such major companies have to 
adopt villages to provide all round improvement. 
3.06 4 1.27 2.91 7 1.28 0.16 
h) Rural development at present is unprofitable. If companies divert most of their 
profits to it, they will go bankrupt. 
3.19 1 1.31 3.06 6 1.41 0.13 
212 
 
 
3.9.9.6 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Rural Development By Top Nifty managers-Top 
Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Industry primarily responsible for the rapid urbanization that has created a 
severe imbalance between rural and urban areas. 
3.27 1 1.49 2.88 6 1.45 0.39 
b) Prosperous industrial sector cannot continue to grow and remain prosperous 
while vast rural areas remain backward. Industry has therefore, to correct the 
imbalance. 
3.27 1 1.39 3.19 2 1.22 0.08 
c) Rural upliftment by industry is more a rhetoric than a practice. 2.93 5 1.44 3.38 1 1.50 0.44 
d) Involvement by companies in many cases is confined to nearby areas and such 
programmes, which benefit ultimately the companies. 
2.80 7 1.32 3.06 4 1.29 0.26 
e) Until Government creates the necessary infrastructure for the villages, 
companies cannot play a significant role in rural development. 
3.27 1 1.39 3.19 2 1.47 0.08 
f) From industry print of rural development is not construction roads and 
buildings, provision of drinking water facilities etc., but generation of 
employment through establishment of small viable economic units.    
2.80 7 1.32 3.06 4 1.48 0.26 
g) Industry is more capable than government by its technology and management 
know-how in promoting rural development. As such major companies have to 
adopt villages to provide all round improvement. 
2.87 6 1.25 2.88 6 1.36 0.01 
h) Rural development at present is unprofitable. If companies divert most of their 
profits to it, they will go bankrupt. 
3.13 4 1.30 2.88 6 1.41 0.26 
213 
 
 
3.9.9.7 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Rural Development By Middle Nifty managers-
Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Industry primarily responsible for the rapid urbanization that has created a 
severe imbalance between rural and urban areas. 
2.94 6 1.64 2.88 8 1.45 0.07 
b) Prosperous industrial sector cannot continue to grow and remain prosperous 
while vast rural areas remain backward. Industry has therefore, to correct the 
imbalance. 
2.76 7 1.35 3.25 3 1.34 0.49 
c) Rural upliftment by industry is more a rhetoric than a practice. 3.18 4 1.47 3.50 1 1.41 0.32 
d) Involvement by companies in many cases is confined to nearby areas and such 
programmes, which benefit ultimately the companies. 
3.35 1 1.32 3.13 5 1.45 0.23 
e) Until Government creates the necessary infrastructure for the villages, 
companies cannot play a significant role in rural development. 
2.71 8 1.31 3.31 2 1.35 0.61 
f) From industry print of rural development is not construction roads and 
buildings, provision of drinking water facilities etc., but generation of 
employment through establishment of small viable economic units.    
3.06 5 1.30 3.13 5 1.45 0.07 
g) Industry is more capable than government by its technology and management 
know-how in promoting rural development. As such major companies have to 
adopt villages to provide all round improvement. 
3.24 2 1.30 2.94 7 1.24 0.30 
h) Rural development at present is unprofitable. If companies divert most of their 
profits to it, they will go bankrupt. 
3.24 2 1.35 3.25 3 1.44 0.01 
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3.9.9.8 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Rural Development By T- tests statistics for table 
3.9.9.1 to 3.9.9.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.06 0.22 -0.23 L. D. N. R. 0.58 0.77 2.365 H0 Accept 7 0.47 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.02 0.42 -0.77 H. D. N. R. 0.03 0.11 2.365 H0 Accept 7 0.91 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
0.10 0.11 0.82 H. D. P. R. 0.01 2.70 2.365 Ha Accept 7 0.03 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.06 0.22 -0.30 L. D. N. R. 0.47 0.85 2.365 H0 Accept 7 0.43 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.02 0.28 -0.02 L. D. N. R. 0.97 0.20 2.365 H0 Accept 7 0.84 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.11 0.32 -0.12 L. D. N. R. 0.77 0.97 2.365 H0 Accept 7 0.36 
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3.9.10 Statistical evaluation of the segment 3.9.10: 
3.9.10 Foreign investment 
(a) Major companies have to establish companies in less development countries with a 
view to help accelerate their economic development.  
(b) Major companies have to supply only technological and managerial know how too 
less developed countries as financial resources are scarce in our own country.  
(c) Companies, which have setup organization or made investment in foreign countries 
have to pay proper regards to the interests, values, beliefs and faiths of the people in 
the host countries. 
  
 This evaluation is important when all the nifty companies have got their foreign tie 
up and many of than are dealing with foreign countries and have setup either manufacturing 
facilities or the offices there. The overall statistical evaluation is presented on the basis of 
the data tabulated. In the tables 3.9.10.1 to 3.9.10.7. The t test results are shown and 
summarized in the table 3.9.10.8 
 
 To have the overall idea of the thought pattern let us check the rank statistics, the top 
rank is given by each group in the descending order of groups in the following way. 
3.9.10.b, 3.9.10.b and 3.9.10.a, and 3.9.10.b and 3.9.10.a, 3.9.10.a and 3.9.10.b, 3.9.10.b 
and 3.9.10.a and 3.9.10.b. These pattern show that first two parameters are given utmost 
scores by the all groups of managers ignoring or giving less important to the last statement. 
The mean scores falling between 3 and 4 shows that the topic foreign investment is of 
utmost important and mangers are favourable in thinking about this topic. 
 
 The t test results shows that for 2nd, 3rd and 4th group null hypothesis is accepted as 
the calculator value being 1.08, 0.05 and 1 against critical value being 4.303. For the 5th 
group i.e. table 3.9.10.5 alternate hypothesis is selected as value being 6.06 against critical 
value of 303. For last two tables values being 1.63 and 1.48 null hypothesis are selected. 
Out of 6 groups in 5 groups null hypothesis is selected which shows similarity of thoughts 
among managers on this particular issue.  
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3.9.10.1 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Foreign Investment By All Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Major companies have to establish companies in less developed countries with a view to help 
accelerate their economic development. 
3.17 2 1.36 
b) Major companies have to supply only technological and managerial know how too less developed 
countries as financial resources are scarce in our own country. 
3.23 1 1.35 
c) Companies which have set up organisation or made investment in foreign countries have to pay 
proper regard to the interests, values, beliefs and faiths of the people in the host country. 
3.11 3 1.40 
 
3.9.10.2 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Foreign Investment By All Top managers-
All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Major companies have to establish companies in less developed countries with a 
view to help accelerate their economic development. 
3.19 2 1.40 3.15 1 1.35 0.04 
b) Major companies have to supply only technological and managerial know how 
too less developed countries as financial resources are scarce in our own country. 
3.35 1 1.33 3.12 2 1.39 0.23 
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c) Companies which have set up organisation or made investment in foreign 
countries have to pay proper regard to the interests, values, beliefs and faiths of 
the people in the host country. 
3.10 3 1.47 3.12 2 1.36 0.02 
 
3.9.10.3 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Foreign Investment By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Major companies have to establish companies in less developed countries with a 
view to help accelerate their economic development. 
2.87 3 1.41 3.18 1 1.29 0.31 
b) Major companies have to supply only technological and managerial know how 
too less developed countries as financial resources are scarce in our own country. 
3.27 1 1.49 3.00 2 1.46 0.27 
c) Companies which have set up organisation or made investment in foreign 
countries have to pay proper regard to the interests, values, beliefs and faiths of 
the people in the host country. 
3.07 2 1.58 3.00 2 1.46 0.07 
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3.9.10.4 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Foreign Investment By Non-Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Major companies have to establish companies in less developed countries with a 
view to help accelerate their economic development. 
3.50 1 1.37 3.13 3 1.45 0.38 
b) Major companies have to supply only technological and managerial know how 
too less developed countries as financial resources are scarce in our own country. 
3.44 2 1.21 3.25 1 1.34 0.19 
c) Companies which have set up organisation or made investment in foreign 
countries have to pay proper regard to the interests, values, beliefs and faiths of 
the people in the host country. 
3.13 3 1.41 3.25 1 1.29 0.13 
3.9.10.5 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Foreign Investment By All Nifty managers-
All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Major companies have to establish companies in less developed countries with a 
view to help accelerate their economic development. 
3.03 2 1.33 3.31 2 1.40 0.28 
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b) Major companies have to supply only technological and managerial know how 
too less developed countries as financial resources are scarce in our own country. 
3.13 1 1.45 3.34 1 1.26 0.22 
c) Companies which have set up organisation or made investment in foreign 
countries have to pay proper regard to the interests, values, beliefs and faiths of 
the people in the host country. 
3.03 2 1.49 3.19 3 1.33 0.16 
 
3.9.10.6 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Foreign Investment By Top Nifty managers-
Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Major companies have to establish companies in less developed countries with 
a view to help accelerate their economic development. 
2.87 3 1.41 3.50 1 1.37 0.63 
b) Major companies have to supply only technological and managerial know how 
too less developed countries as financial resources are scarce in our own 
country. 
3.27 1 1.49 3.44 2 1.21 0.17 
c) Companies which have set up organisation or made investment in foreign 
countries have to pay proper regard to the interests, values, beliefs and faiths of 
the people in the host country. 
3.07 2 1.58 3.13 3 1.41 0.06 
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3.9.10.7 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Foreign Investment By Middle Nifty 
managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Major companies have to establish companies in less developed countries with 
a view to help accelerate their economic development. 
3.18 1 1.29 3.13 3 1.45 0.05 
b) Major companies have to supply only technological and managerial know how 
too less developed countries as financial resources are scarce in our own 
country. 
3.00 2 1.46 3.25 1 1.34 0.25 
c) Companies which have set up organisation or made investment in foreign 
countries have to pay proper regard to the interests, values, beliefs and faiths of 
the people in the host country. 
3.00 2 1.46 3.25 1 1.29 0.25 
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3.9.10.8 To what extent do you agree with the following views on social areas of effort? Foreign Investment By T- tests statistics for 
table 3.9.10.1 to 3.9.10.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.08 0.13 -0.14 L. D. N. R. 0.90 1.08 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.39 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.01 0.29 -0.87 H. D. N. R. 0.33 0.05 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.97 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.14 0.25 -0.63 H. D. N. R. 0.56 1.00 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.42 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty 
managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
0.21 0.06 0.65 H. D. P. R. 0.54 6.06 4.303 Ha Accept 2 0.03 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
0.28 0.30 -0.16 L. D. N. R. 0.90 1.63 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.24 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.14 0.17 -1.00 P. N. R. 0.00 1.48 4.303 H0 Accept 2 0.27 
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3.10 Statistical evaluation of question 3.10. 
Q.3.10 is ……… What outside hurdles do you find in general, for industry in actively 
involving in the social action programe.  
(1) Ideological and methodological conflicts between industry and trdeunious.  
(2) The deliberate creation of hostile anti business climate by organized political 
groups with selfish interest.  
(3) Unrealistic planning causing disharmony between public sectors.  
(4) Promulgation of unwidely controls and unworkable laws. 
(5) Prohibitive and frequently changing taxation policies. 
(6) Corruption in the administrative machinery of government. 
(7) Instability and frequent changes in trade policies licensing policies, export and 
impart policies,  
(8) Violent and disruptive activities of political parties and the high frequency of 
agitation. 
(9) Lack of co-operation from the organizations concerned with social area of 
efforts.  
(10) In adequacy of subsidies and incentives offered by government.    
 
 Many a times managers give these excuses for not following social 
responsibility voluntarily. However after talking with managers it is found that 
managers and companies do face problems in implementing social action programes 
from outside. Managers have actively6 and positively taken part in rating different 
hurdles and their. Ratings do value in the part of the studies undertaken. 
  
The statistical evaluation of the question 10 is presented in the table 3.10.1 to 
3.10.7 and the summary of the t test for table 2 to 7 is presented in table 3.10.8. 
  
First of all let us have an overall ideal of response pattern in terms of mean, 
rank and standard deviation. From the ranking pattern the observed top rank in table 1 
to 7 are as follows 10.1, 10.1 and 10.4, 10.1 and 10.1, 10.1 and 10.4, 10.1 and 10.4, 
10.1 and 10.4, 10.1 and 10.1, 10.1 and 10.4. Thus the comparison of groups on the 
basis of the tables reveals that statement or hurdle 10.1 and 10.4 are most common 
 223 
ranked as top in the responses. The mean scores calculated from the overall responses 
vary between 2.5 and 3.5 stating almost all hurdles are obvious and real.   
 
 The t test results calculated for the all the data for the tables starting from 
3.10.2 to 3.10.7 respectively are 1.09, 0.91, 0.57, 0.95, 0.72 and 1.02 against the 
critical value of 2.262 at a degree of freedom. It means that for all cases the null 
hypothesis is accepted. It can be interpreted, as there is no significance difference in 
the data compared for two different groups in different tables. 
 
 It is obvious that political parties at different level expect their active 
involvement from the industry when companies undertake any social action 
programme. In addition to political parties various NGO and trade unions want their 
representation and thus making the over all process very difficult.  
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3.10.1 What outside hurdles do you find, in general, for industry in actively involving in the social action programmes? By All Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
1 Ideological and methodological conflicts between the Industry and Trade Unions. 3.23 1 1.39 
2 The deliberate creation of hostile anti-business climate by organized political groups with selfish interest. 3.06 4 1.37 
3 Unrealistic planning causing disharmony between public sectors. 2.98 6 1.33 
4 Promulgation of unwieldy controls and unworkable laws. 3.13 2 1.41 
5 Prohibitive and frequently changing taxation policies. 2.95 8 1.40 
6 Corruption in the administrative machinery of Government. 3.03 5 1.34 
7 Instability and frequent changes in trade policies, licensing policies, export and import policies 3.09 3 1.33 
8 Violent and disruptive activities of political parties and the high frequency of agitations. 2.91 10 1.37 
9 Lack of co-operation from the organizations concerned with the social area of effort. 2.97 7 1.32 
10 Inadequacy of subsidies and incentives offered by Government. 2.94 9 1.37 
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3.10.2 What outside hurdles do you find, in general, for industry in actively involving in the social action programmes? By All Top 
managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Ideological and methodological conflicts between the Industry and Trade 
Unions. 
3.26 1 1.39 3.21 2 1.41 0.05 
2 The deliberate creation of hostile anti-business climate by organized political 
groups with selfish interest. 
2.94 8 1.29 3.18 3 1.45 0.25 
3 Unrealistic planning causing disharmony between public sectors. 2.94 8 1.34 3.03 5 1.33 0.09 
4 Promulgation of unwieldy controls and unworkable laws. 3.00 4 1.41 3.24 1 1.41 0.24 
5 Prohibitive and frequently changing taxation policies. 3.00 4 1.48 2.91 9 1.33 0.09 
6 Corruption in the administrative machinery of Government. 3.03 2 1.40 3.03 5 1.31 0.00 
7 Instability and frequent changes in trade policies, licensing policies, export and 
import policies 
3.03 2 1.33 3.15 4 1.35 0.12 
8 Violent and disruptive activities of political parties and the high frequency of 
agitations. 
2.97 7 1.38 2.85 10 1.37 0.12 
9 Lack of co-operation from the organizations concerned with the social area of 
effort. 
3.00 4 1.32 2.94 8 1.34 0.06 
10 Inadequacy of subsidies and incentives offered by Government. 2.90 10 1.37 2.97 7 1.38 0.07 
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3.10.3 What outside hurdles do you find, in general, for industry in actively involving in the social action programmes? By Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Ideological and methodological conflicts between the Industry and Trade 
Unions. 
3.27 1 1.39 3.29 1 1.40 0.03 
2 The deliberate creation of hostile anti-business climate by organized political 
groups with selfish interest. 
2.93 4 1.22 3.24 2 1.48 0.30 
3 Unrealistic planning causing disharmony between public sectors. 2.87 5 1.41 2.82 9 1.33 0.04 
4 Promulgation of unwieldy controls and unworkable laws. 2.87 5 1.41 3.18 3 1.47 0.31 
5 Prohibitive and frequently changing taxation policies. 3.27 1 1.53 2.94 5 1.34 0.33 
6 Corruption in the administrative machinery of Government. 2.87 5 1.41 2.94 5 1.34 0.07 
7 Instability and frequent changes in trade policies, licensing policies, export and 
import policies 
3.27 1 1.39 3.18 3 1.42 0.09 
8 Violent and disruptive activities of political parties and the high frequency of 
agitations. 
2.87 5 1.41 2.82 9 1.42 0.04 
9 Lack of co-operation from the organizations concerned with the social area of 
effort. 
2.73 9 1.28 2.94 5 1.34 0.21 
10 Inadequacy of subsidies and incentives offered by Government. 2.73 9 1.49 2.88 8 1.36 0.15 
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3.10.4 What outside hurdles do you find, in general, for industry in actively involving in the social action programmes? By Non-Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Ideological and methodological conflicts between the Industry and Trade 
Unions. 
3.25 1 1.44 3.13 3 1.45 0.13 
2 The deliberate creation of hostile anti-business climate by organized political 
groups with selfish interest. 
2.94 8 1.39 3.13 3 1.45 0.19 
3 Unrealistic planning causing disharmony between public sectors. 3.00 7 1.32 3.25 2 1.34 0.25 
4 Promulgation of unwieldy controls and unworkable laws. 3.13 4 1.45 3.31 1 1.40 0.19 
5 Prohibitive and frequently changing taxation policies. 2.75 10 1.44 2.88 9 1.36 0.13 
6 Corruption in the administrative machinery of Government. 3.19 3 1.42 3.13 3 1.31 0.06 
7 Instability and frequent changes in trade policies, licensing policies, export and 
import policies 
2.81 9 1.28 3.13 3 1.31 0.31 
8 Violent and disruptive activities of political parties and the high frequency of 
agitations. 
3.06 5 1.39 2.88 9 1.36 0.19 
9 Lack of co-operation from the organizations concerned with the social area of 
effort. 
3.25 1 1.34 2.94 8 1.39 0.31 
10 Inadequacy of subsidies and incentives offered by Government. 3.06 5 1.29 3.06 7 1.44 0.00 
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3.10.5 What outside hurdles do you find, in general, for industry in actively involving in the social action programmes? By All Nifty 
managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Ideological and methodological conflicts between the Industry and Trade 
Unions. 
3.28 1 1.37 3.19 2 1.42 0.09 
2 The deliberate creation of hostile anti-business climate by organized political 
groups with selfish interest. 
3.09 3 1.35 3.03 7 1.40 0.06 
3 Unrealistic planning causing disharmony between public sectors. 2.84 7 1.35 3.13 4 1.31 0.28 
4 Promulgation of unwieldy controls and unworkable laws. 3.03 5 1.43 3.22 1 1.41 0.19 
5 Prohibitive and frequently changing taxation policies. 3.09 3 1.42 2.81 10 1.38 0.28 
6 Corruption in the administrative machinery of Government. 2.91 6 1.35 3.16 3 1.35 0.25 
7 Instability and frequent changes in trade policies, licensing policies, export and 
import policies 
3.22 2 1.39 2.97 8 1.28 0.25 
8 Violent and disruptive activities of political parties and the high frequency of 
agitations. 
2.84 7 1.39 2.97 8 1.36 0.13 
9 Lack of co-operation from the organizations concerned with the social area of 
effort. 
2.84 7 1.30 3.09 5 1.35 0.25 
10 Inadequacy of subsidies and incentives offered by Government. 2.81 10 1.40 3.06 6 1.34 0.25 
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3.10.6 What outside hurdles do you find, in general, for industry in actively involving in the social action programmes? By Top Nifty 
managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Ideological and methodological conflicts between the Industry and Trade 
Unions. 
3.27 1 1.39 3.25 1 1.44 0.02 
2 The deliberate creation of hostile anti-business climate by organized political 
groups with selfish interest. 
2.93 4 1.22 2.94 8 1.39 0.00 
3 Unrealistic planning causing disharmony between public sectors. 2.87 5 1.41 3.00 7 1.32 0.13 
4 Promulgation of unwieldy controls and unworkable laws. 2.87 5 1.41 3.13 4 1.45 0.26 
5 Prohibitive and frequently changing taxation policies. 3.27 1 1.53 2.75 10 1.44 0.52 
6 Corruption in the administrative machinery of Government. 2.87 5 1.41 3.19 3 1.42 0.32 
7 Instability and frequent changes in trade policies, licensing policies, export and 
import policies 
3.27 1 1.39 2.81 9 1.28 0.45 
8 Violent and disruptive activities of political parties and the high frequency of 
agitations. 
2.87 5 1.41 3.06 5 1.39 0.20 
9 Lack of co-operation from the organizations concerned with the social area of 
effort. 
2.73 9 1.28 3.25 1 1.34 0.52 
10 Inadequacy of subsidies and incentives offered by Government. 2.73 9 1.49 3.06 5 1.29 0.33 
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3.10.7 What outside hurdles do you find, in general, for industry in actively involving in the social action programmes? By Middle Nifty 
managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Ideological and methodological conflicts between the Industry and Trade 
Unions. 
3.29 1 1.40 3.13 3 1.45 0.17 
2 The deliberate creation of hostile anti-business climate by organized political 
groups with selfish interest. 
3.24 2 1.48 3.13 3 1.45 0.11 
3 Unrealistic planning causing disharmony between public sectors. 2.82 9 1.33 3.25 2 1.34 0.43 
4 Promulgation of unwieldy controls and unworkable laws. 3.18 3 1.47 3.31 1 1.40 0.14 
5 Prohibitive and frequently changing taxation policies. 2.94 5 1.34 2.88 9 1.36 0.07 
6 Corruption in the administrative machinery of Government. 2.94 5 1.34 3.13 3 1.31 0.18 
7 Instability and frequent changes in trade policies, licensing policies, export and 
import policies 
3.18 3 1.42 3.13 3 1.31 0.05 
8 Violent and disruptive activities of political parties and the high frequency of 
agitations. 
2.82 9 1.42 2.88 9 1.36 0.05 
9 Lack of co-operation from the organizations concerned with the social area of 
effort. 
2.94 5 1.34 2.94 8 1.39 0.00 
10 Inadequacy of subsidies and incentives offered by Government. 2.88 8 1.36 3.06 7 1.44 0.18 
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3.10.8 What outside hurdles do you find, in general, for industry in actively involving in the social action programmes? By T- tests 
statistics for table 3.10.1 to 3.10.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.05 0.13 0.42 L. D. P. R. 0.23 1.09 2.262 H0 Accept 9 0.31 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.05 0.20 0.52 H. D. P. R. 0.12 0.91 2.262 H0 Accept 9 0.38 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
0.04 0.20 0.16 L. D. P. R. 0.64 0.57 2.262 H0 Accept 9 0.58 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.06 0.21 0.08 L. D. P. R. 0.82 0.95 2.262 H0 Accept 9 0.37 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.07 0.33 0.44 L. D. P. R. 0.15 0.72 2.262 H0 Accept 9 0.49 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.05 0.17 0.41 L. D. P. R. 0.23 1.02 2.262 H0 Accept 9 0.33 
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3.11 Statistical evaluation of question 3.11. The question is ……… 
What inside obstacles do you find, in general, for a company in actively 
involving in social action programmes? 
(1) Most managers are simply too busy to worry about social objectives. 
(2) Social programmes adversely affect the profit performance. 
(3) Social action programmes are problematic because the cost can be measured 
but benefits cannot be accurately known. 
(4) Designing social action program is difficult as perceptions of priorities vary 
from managers to managers and also among public. 
(5) Social action programmes will not be interesting to the managers unless there 
exists rewards penalty system in relation to it.  
(6) In times of adversity, companies are compelled to cat back on social action 
policies. 
(7) Top management attitude may not be encouraging when adopt an ad hoc 
approach rather than permanent approach. 
(8) The response from the beneficiaries may be poor and discouraging.   
 
 The responses generated for the questions were statistically structures in the 
form of mean, rank and standard deviation and presented in the tabular form 
facilitating the comparison in different groups titled as group 1 to 7 and table no 
3.11.1 to 3.11.7 in the table form after this explanation.  
 
 Statistically simplified and modified data shows that the mean scores are 
ranging between 3 and 4. It interprets as managers nave given high importance to 
each statement recognizing them as considerable hurdles in implementing social 
action programs if we see the top rank positions we get to pranks in table wise in the 
order 3.11.1, 3.11.1 and 3.11.3, and 3.11.1 and 3.11.1, 3.11.1 and 3.11.3, 3.11.1 and 
3.11.1, 3.11.1 and 3.11.1 and 3.11.1 and 3.11.3. The ranks show that statement 3.11.1 
and 3.11.3 have been given utmost importance by a group of managers. 
 
 The t test statistics show that calculated values as per each table from 2 to 7 in 
chronological order are 0.93, 0.05, 1.33, 1.39, 1.90 and 0.08 against critical value of 
2.365 at 7 degree of freedom. It interprets as null hypothesis in all cases is accepted 
stating there is no significant difference in the thoughts of different groups of 
managers tested here in this question.  
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3.11.1 What inside obstacles do you find, in general, for a company in actively involving in social action programmes? By All Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
1 Most managers are simply too busy to worry about social objectives. 3.83 1 1.24 
2 Social programmes adversely affect the profit performance. 3.16 7 1.39 
3 Social action programmes are problematic because the cost can be measured but benefits cannot 
be accurately known. 
3.66 2 1.32 
4 Designing social action programmes is difficult as perceptions of priorities vary from manager to 
manager and also among public. 
3.52 3 1.32 
5 Social action programmes will not be interesting to the managers unless there exists rewards 
penalty system in relation to it. 
3.23 6 1.35 
6 In times of adversity, companies are compelled to cut back on social action policies. 3.28 5 1.41 
7 Top management attitude may not be encouraging when adopt an ad hoc approach rather than 
permanent approach. 
3.41 4 1.35 
8 The response from the beneficiaries may be poor and discouraging. 3.09 8 1.43 
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3.11.2 What inside obstacles do you find, in general, for a company in actively involving in social action programmes? By All Top 
managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Most managers are simply too busy to worry about social objectives. 3.90 1 1.22 3.76 2 1.28 0.15 
2 Social programmes adversely affect the profit performance. 3.39 4 1.36 2.94 8 1.41 0.45 
3 Social action programmes are problematic because the cost can be measured but 
benefits cannot be accurately known. 
3.39 4 1.43 3.91 1 1.18 0.52 
4 Designing social action programmes is difficult as perceptions of priorities vary 
from manager to manager and also among public. 
3.65 2 1.38 3.39 3 1.27 0.25 
5 Social action programmes will not be interesting to the managers unless there 
exists rewards penalty system in relation to it. 
3.26 6 1.32 3.21 6 1.41 0.05 
6 In times of adversity, companies are compelled to cut back on social action 
policies. 
3.23 7 1.43 3.33 4 1.41 0.11 
7 Top management attitude may not be encouraging when adopt an ad hoc 
approach rather than permanent approach. 
3.55 3 1.36 3.27 5 1.35 0.28 
8 The response from the beneficiaries may be poor and discouraging. 3.23 7 1.48 2.97 7 1.40 0.26 
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3.11.3 What inside obstacles do you find, in general, for a company in actively involving in social action programmes? By Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Most managers are simply too busy to worry about social objectives. 3.80 1 1.26 3.88 1 1.27 0.08 
2 Social programmes adversely affect the profit performance. 3.20 6 1.32 3.06 6 1.43 0.14 
3 Social action programmes are problematic because the cost can be measured but 
benefits cannot be accurately known. 
3.33 4 1.54 3.76 2 1.30 0.43 
4 Designing social action programmes is difficult as perceptions of priorities vary 
from manager to manager and also among public. 
3.60 2 1.45 3.35 3 1.37 0.25 
5 Social action programmes will not be interesting to the managers unless there 
exists rewards penalty system in relation to it. 
2.87 8 1.25 3.06 6 1.30 0.19 
6 In times of adversity, companies are compelled to cut back on social action 
policies. 
3.20 6 1.47 3.35 3 1.37 0.15 
7 Top management attitude may not be encouraging when adopt an ad hoc 
approach rather than permanent approach. 
3.47 3 1.41 3.29 5 1.31 0.17 
8 The response from the beneficiaries may be poor and discouraging. 3.33 4 1.45 3.00 8 1.46 0.33 
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3.11.4 What inside obstacles do you find, in general, for a company in actively involving in social action programmes? By Non-Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Most managers are simply too busy to worry about social objectives. 4.00 1 1.21 3.63 2 1.31 0.38 
2 Social programmes adversely affect the profit performance. 3.56 5 1.41 2.81 8 1.42 0.75 
3 Social action programmes are problematic because the cost can be measured but 
benefits cannot be accurately known. 
3.44 6 1.36 4.06 1 1.06 0.63 
4 Designing social action programmes is difficult as perceptions of priorities vary 
from manager to manager and also among public. 
3.69 2 1.35 3.44 3 1.21 0.25 
5 Social action programmes will not be interesting to the managers unless there 
exists rewards penalty system in relation to it. 
3.63 3 1.31 3.38 4 1.54 0.25 
6 In times of adversity, companies are compelled to cut back on social action 
policies. 
3.25 7 1.44 3.31 5 1.49 0.06 
7 Top management attitude may not be encouraging when adopt an ad hoc 
approach rather than permanent approach. 
3.63 3 1.36 3.25 6 1.44 0.38 
8 The response from the beneficiaries may be poor and discouraging. 3.13 8 1.54 2.94 7 1.39 0.19 
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3.11.5 What inside obstacles do you find, in general, for a company in actively involving in social action programmes? By All Nifty 
managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Most managers are simply too busy to worry about social objectives. 3.84 1 1.25 3.81 1 1.26 0.03 
2 Social programmes adversely affect the profit performance. 3.13 7 1.36 3.19 7 1.45 0.06 
3 Social action programmes are problematic because the cost can be measured but 
benefits cannot be accurately known. 
3.56 2 1.41 3.75 2 1.24 0.19 
4 Designing social action programmes is difficult as perceptions of priorities vary 
from manager to manager and also among public. 
3.47 3 1.39 3.56 3 1.27 0.09 
5 Social action programmes will not be interesting to the managers unless there 
exists rewards penalty system in relation to it. 
2.97 8 1.26 3.50 4 1.41 0.53 
6 In times of adversity, companies are compelled to cut back on social action 
policies. 
3.28 5 1.40 3.28 6 1.44 0.00 
7 Top management attitude may not be encouraging when adopt an ad hoc 
approach rather than permanent approach. 
3.38 4 1.34 3.44 5 1.39 0.06 
8 The response from the beneficiaries may be poor and discouraging. 3.16 6 1.44 3.03 8 1.45 0.13 
 
 
238 
 
 
3.11.6 What inside obstacles do you find, in general, for a company in actively involving in social action programmes? By Top Nifty 
managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Most managers are simply too busy to worry about social objectives. 3.80 1 1.26 4.00 1 1.21 0.20 
2 Social programmes adversely affect the profit performance. 3.20 6 1.32 3.56 5 1.41 0.36 
3 Social action programmes are problematic because the cost can be measured but 
benefits cannot be accurately known. 
3.33 4 1.54 3.44 6 1.36 0.10 
4 Designing social action programmes is difficult as perceptions of priorities vary 
from manager to manager and also among public. 
3.60 2 1.45 3.69 2 1.35 0.09 
5 Social action programmes will not be interesting to the managers unless there 
exists rewards penalty system in relation to it. 
2.87 8 1.25 3.63 3 1.31 0.76 
6 In times of adversity, companies are compelled to cut back on social action 
policies. 
3.20 6 1.47 3.25 7 1.44 0.05 
7 Top management attitude may not be encouraging when adopt an ad hoc 
approach rather than permanent approach. 
3.47 3 1.41 3.63 3 1.36 0.16 
8 The response from the beneficiaries may be poor and discouraging. 3.33 4 1.45 3.13 8 1.54 0.21 
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3.11.7 What inside obstacles do you find, in general, for a company in actively involving in social action programmes? By Middle Nifty 
managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Most managers are simply too busy to worry about social objectives. 3.88 1 1.27 3.63 2 1.31 0.26 
2 Social programmes adversely affect the profit performance. 3.06 6 1.43 2.81 8 1.42 0.25 
3 Social action programmes are problematic because the cost can be measured but 
benefits cannot be accurately known. 
3.76 2 1.30 4.06 1 1.06 0.30 
4 Designing social action programmes is difficult as perceptions of priorities vary 
from manager to manager and also among public. 
3.35 3 1.37 3.44 3 1.21 0.08 
5 Social action programmes will not be interesting to the managers unless there 
exists rewards penalty system in relation to it. 
3.06 6 1.30 3.38 4 1.54 0.32 
6 In times of adversity, companies are compelled to cut back on social action 
policies. 
3.35 3 1.37 3.31 5 1.49 0.04 
7 Top management attitude may not be encouraging when adopt an ad hoc 
approach rather than permanent approach. 
3.29 5 1.31 3.25 6 1.44 0.04 
8 The response from the beneficiaries may be poor and discouraging. 3.00 8 1.46 2.94 7 1.39 0.06 
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3.11.8 What inside obstacles do you find, in general, for a company in actively involving in social action programmes? By T- tests 
statistics for table 3.11.1 to 3.11.7 
 Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.01 0.30 0.51 H. D. P. R. 0.19 0.93 2.365 H0 Accept 7 0.38 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.01 0.26 0.64 H. D. P. R. 0.09 0.05 2.365 H0 Accept 7 0.96 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
0.18 0.39 0.37 L. D. P. R. 0.45 1.33 2.365 H0 Accept 7 0.22 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.09 0.19 0.73 H. D. P. R. 0.04 1.39 2.365 H0 Accept 7 0.21 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.18 0.28 0.49 L. D. P. R. 0.22 1.90 2.365 H0 Accept 7 0.10 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.21 0.21 0.83 H. D. P. R. 0.01 0.08 2.365 H0 Accept 7 0.94 
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3.12 Statistical evaluation of question 3.12. is.  
 
Which is most appropriate for obtaining results in the identified areas of social 
effort.  
  
There is unanimous response from all groups of managers that appointment of 
individual executive is necessary. The total options provided were 
 
1. Appointment of individual executives 
2. A temporary task force of executives 
3. A permanent committee of executives. 
4. A permanent department. 
 
It is observed that managers believe that in the era of specialization there 
should be a person having specialized knowledge on this task 85% of managers have 
provided their assent on separate individual executive on this aspect.  
 
242 
 
 
3.12.1 Which of the following means is most appropriate for obtaining results in the identified areas of social effort? By All Manages 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
1  3.16  1.36 
 
3.12.2  Which of the following means is most appropriate for obtaining results in the identified areas of social effort? By All Top 
managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1  3.00  1.37 3.30  1.36 0.30 
 
3.12.3 Which of the following means is most appropriate for obtaining results in the identified areas of social effort? By Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1  2.87  1.41 3.18  1.33 0.31 
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3.12.4 Which of the following means is most appropriate for obtaining results in the identified areas of social effort? By Non-Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1  3.13  1.36 3.44  1.41 0.31 
 
3.12.5 Which of the following means is most appropriate for obtaining results in the identified areas of social effort? By All Nifty 
managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1  3.03  1.36 3.28  1.37 0.25 
 
3.12.6 Which of the following means is most appropriate for obtaining results in the identified areas of social effort? By Top Nifty 
managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1  2.87  1.41 3.13  1.36 0.26 
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3.12.7 Which of the following means is most appropriate for obtaining results in the identified areas of social effort? By Middle Nifty 
managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1  3.18  1.33 3.44  1.41 0.26 
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CHAPTER 4 - AN EVALUATION OF 
OPERATIONAL ASPECT OF SOCIAL 
RESPONSIBILITY PRACTICES 
 
Conceptual Understanding and Evaluation - Operational practice 
 This discussion focuses on various aspects of development of SR policy, 
supply chain responsibility, stakeholder involvement, transparency and reporting and 
independent verification. Majority of aspects are explained and discussed over here. 
 
(4.1.A) CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDING AND EVALUATION SR Policy. 
 These days major companies are facing ever-growing demands to develop 
policies on non-financial issues. Once a corporate HSE policy might have been 
sufficient in this respect. In recent years – particularly for firms investing in 
developing countries – pressure has been mounting to develop positions also on social 
issues, such as human rights, labour standards, conflict and corruption.  
This pressure comes from a number of sources. Companies are being 
encouraged to sign up to any number of initiatives, requirements, codes and guidelines 
on ethical behaviour in which social and human rights issues feature prominently. 
These include the GRI, FTSE4Good and the Global Compact. There is also regulatory 
pressure – such as the recent UK legislation making bribery of foreign public officials 
a criminal offence. 
And perhaps the biggest driver is the string of controversies in recent years in 
which high-profile firms have been accused – fairly or unfairly – of complicity in 
rights abuses or of involvement in corruption. Most of these controversies have 
focused on the firms’ investments in developing countries such as Nigeria, Indonesia, 
China and Angola. The fear of bad headlines motivates management action probably 
more than any other factor. 
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This much is well known. But less widely appreciated is that policies – unless 
developed through a careful and strategic process - often provide relatively little 
protection for the corporate reputation. This has become apparent to me both from my 
research in recent years and from my direct experience working with large 
organizations. 
For those firms that chose to develop social policies at all (and many of course 
ignore the pressure on them to do so), a standard response is for managers in corporate 
headquarters to draft a nice-sounding statement – for example that the company is 
“committed to the Universal Declaration on Human Rights” or that it “prohibits 
bribery in all its forms” – and to issue this as an effective command to corporate 
operations across the world. 
This certainly will satisfy the requirement of some of the external codes and 
initiatives that companies must have policies on such issues. It may also be welcomed 
by a few CSR specialists. But the important point is that such an approach will do little 
to reduce the other main pressure: the risk that the company concerned will become 
embroiled in a public controversy. 
Open to attack 
There are two main reasons for this. The first is that the task of actually 
implementing policies on the ground often proves more difficult and challenging than 
companies expect, thus leaving them still exposed to criticism. (In fact stating policies 
publicly sometimes may raise the risk of attack, as campaigning NGOs actively seek 
to highlight discrepancies between a company’s pronouncements and its behaviour.) 
The main problem in this respect is not so much that managers in local 
operations consciously choose to ignore instructions issued by corporate headquarters, 
although this sometimes may happen. It is rather that large organisations often find it 
genuinely difficult to ensure that all managers and employees understand the practical 
implications of their policies, and are adequately equipped to deal with them. Systems 
of internal control and information flow on social issues also may be at an early stage 
of development, if in existence at all. 
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Significantly, local managers may have a different conception of what the 
policy in question means than does the corporate headquarters. Their view of what 
constitutes bribery, for example, is likely to be conditioned by local practices. Some 
developing countries have a deeply embedded culture of gift giving and of making and 
returning personal favours. Such behaviour might not be considered unethical by local 
standards, and hence managers may not fully appreciate the extent to which it 
contravenes the corporate policy – and hence could trigger international criticism. 
The second reason is that, even once such misunderstandings are ironed out 
and even once a policy is fully implemented, there will always remain opportunities 
for NGOs to criticise the company concerned. This is because, on social issues such as 
human rights and corruption, there is often no commonly agreed position on what a 
corporation can and cannot be held responsible for.  
Critical NGOs will always be able to identify a third-party with whom the 
company has some relationship – be it a supplier, the supplier of a supplier, a 
politician, a police force or a government department – that has behaved badly in some 
way. The company may protest that it has little influence over the actions of such 
groups. But this will be unlikely to silence an NGO intent on mounting a hostile 
campaign. A policy alone, however carefully worded, will be unable to bridge this 
difference of perspective. 
An example of this can be seen in the continuing reputational risks being run 
by the many western apparel and retailing multinationals which source their goods 
from developing countries. A number of these firms have issued policies on labour 
standards and have also developed systems to monitor the behaviour of their principle 
suppliers. But even if these monitoring systems were foolproof (and few are), any 
campaigning NGO worth its salt would probably still be able find an instance of 
labour abuse by looking further up these companies’ supply chains, among the myriad, 
small-scale suppliers of their suppliers. For this reason, criticisms of such firms are 
likely to continue. 
A parallel problem now confronts the big energy, construction and mining 
firms, which have developed policies on human rights and corruption. Such policies, 
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provided they are implemented, reduce the risk of unethical behaviour on the part of 
their own employers and managers. But merely by contributing taxes to governments, 
which are corrupt or abusive of human rights in some respect, many of these 
companies remain open to the criticism – whether fair or unfair – that they are guilty 
of wrongdoing by association. 
The long and short of it 
So what does all this suggest? How should companies go about formulating 
policies on social issues? Certainly these difficulties should not deter them from doing 
so. Companies operating in unstable countries without such policies probably run an 
even greater risk of becoming involved in controversies. But equally, I’d suggest, a 
more strategic and informed approach would help. I am planning to develop a generic 
methodology for the development of corporate policies in this area over the coming 
months. But some of the basic principles are already clear: 
•  Companies should hesitate to sign up to any of the external initiatives or codes 
in this area if their aim is simply to secure a short-term boost to the corporate 
reputation, as this is unlikely to protect them from attack in the long run. 
•  Companies should drive policies forward, but should not race ahead of their 
organization’s capacity to put them into practice. A limiting factor is likely to 
be internal reporting and control systems. Before any policy is finalised, an 
objective assessment of the company’s ability to guarantee its implementation 
can help prevent any rash commitments. 
•  The process by which policies is developed can be used to maximise their 
effectiveness. Repeated internal consultation on early drafts can help build a 
common understanding across the organisation of key issues. This also can 
provide an opportunity for local operations facing difficult issues and running a 
high risk of non-compliance with the proposed policies, to raise their problems 
without fear of criticism from headquarters. 
 251 
•  The process of policy development can also be used to develop a common 
understanding within the firm of the boundaries of its responsibilities. The 
extent to which the company is willing to influence third parties – such as 
governments or suppliers – to uphold its own ethical principles needs to be 
explicitly discussed and agreed, and ideally stated within the policy. 
•  Inviting comment from NGOs on early drafts of policies can raise 
understanding among such external groups of the dilemmas faced by the 
company and of its justifiable need to set some definable limits to its 
responsibility. This is will not win over all NGOs, for sure. But if such groups 
know the company has developed a credible and serious position on this issue, 
they may think twice before tarring its reputation by associating it with third 
parties over which it has little influence. 
The clever companies, in short, may be those that take time to develop their 
social policies, embedding them within their organisations, and using the process of 
policy development to full effect. That approach may be wiser than two of the other 
common tactics these days: ignoring social issues entirely, or promising too much too 
soon. 
 
(4.1.B) STATISTICAL EVALUATION of S.R. policy. 
(a) Does your company have separate code of conduct? How far it depicts social 
responsibility aspect? 
(b) Does your company’s S.R. Policy reflect its concentration on triple P i.e. 
people, planet and profit? 
 
 As discussed in conceptual understanding and evaluation all the stakeholders 
are showing their interest in companies SR policy the question 4.1.B is the simplified 
representation of the over all concept of social responsibility policy. As discussed it is 
expected that company do become sincere in social responsibility practices related 
with operation of the companies. The first aspect concerned with it is development 
and execution of SR policy. It is observed that all the large scale organization make 
SR policies. The collected data have supported the belief that to match the 
expectations of various stakeholders all the companies in the research group are 
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preparing it SR policies. This is evident in the response sheet also as 100% companies 
have shown affirmative response to the both questions asked in this group the 
objective is clear that match your objectives with the need of the time. This is also 
considered as a good sign for future of social responsibility practice in India. The 
statistical evaluation of the topic under evaluation is based on the data presented in the 
table 4.1.B.1 to 4.1.B.7 and that test is conducted for the 1 to 7 tables and the 
summary is shown in the table 4.1.B.8. 
  
For both the statement the mean scores vary from 2.5 to 3.5 for all the groups 
i.e. group one table 4.1.B.1 represents all managers while next 3 tables 4.1.B.2 to 
facilitates comparison of the practices from the responses generated from different 
groups as per management hierarchy i.e. opinions of top and middle level mangers 
about social responsibility practice of the company. The next set of tables 4.1.B.5 to 7 
facilitates comparison across corporate ownership i.e. between nifty and non nifty 
groups the ranking pattern shows that for all the groups statement 4.1.B.b gets the first 
rank and statement 4.1.B.a gets the 2nd rank except in group six where for Top Non 
Nifty managers 4.1.B.a gets the 1st rank. This is evident that all the companies are 
manifesting the need of better management for triple P i. e. People, Planet and Profit. 
However during live discussion some managers do pointed out that profit should be 
first in the statement. 
  
The t test results shows that for all groups null hypothesis is accepted with the 
values being 3.13, 4.26 and 1.40 for table 2, 3 and 4 and values being 0.38 and 1.01 
for tables 6 and 7. The critical value for the test at 1 degree of freedom is 12.706 at 
5% level. 
  
The tabular presentation of the data follows from the next page. 
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4.1.B.1 Operational aspects - Development of SR policy By All Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Does your company have separate code of conduct? How far it depicts social responsibility 
aspects? 
2.94 2 1.37 
b) Does your company’s SR policy reflect its concentration on Triple P i.e., People, Planet and 
Profit? 
3.13 1 1.40 
4.1.B.2 Operational aspects - Development of SR policy By All Top managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company have separate code of conduct? How far it depicts social 
responsibility aspects? 
2.81 2 1.35 3.06 2 1.39 0.25 
b) Does your company’s SR policy reflect its concentration on Triple P i.e., 
People, Planet and Profit? 
2.87 1 1.36 3.36 1 1.41 0.49 
4.1.B.3 Operational aspects - Development of SR policy By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company have separate code of conduct? How far it depicts social 
responsibility aspects? 
2.67 2 1.35 3.06 2 1.43 0.39 
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b) Does your company’s SR policy reflect its concentration on Triple P i.e., 
People, Planet and Profit? 
2.93 1 1.39 3.18 1 1.42 0.24 
 
4.1.B.4 Operational aspects - Development of SR policy By Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company have separate code of conduct? How far it depicts social 
responsibility aspects? 
2.94 1 1.39 3.06 2 1.39 1.31 
b) Does your company’s SR policy reflect its concentration on Triple P i.e., 
People, Planet and Profit? 
2.81 2 1.38 3.56 1 1.41 2.05 
 
4.1.B.5 Operational aspects - Development of SR policy By All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company have separate code of conduct? How far it depicts social 
responsibility aspects? 
2.88 2 1.39 3.00 2 1.37 0.13 
b) Does your company’s SR policy reflect its concentration on Triple P i.e., 
People, Planet and Profit? 
3.06 1 1.39 3.19 1 1.42 0.13 
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4.1.B.6 Operational aspects - Development of SR policy By Top Nifty managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company have separate code of conduct? How far it depicts social 
responsibility aspects? 
2.67 2 1.35 2.94 1 1.39 0.27 
b) Does your company’s SR policy reflect its concentration on Triple P i.e., 
People, Planet and Profit? 
2.93 1 1.39 2.81 2 1.38 0.12 
 
4.1.B.7 Operational aspects - Development of SR policy By Middle Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company have separate code of conduct? How far it depicts social 
responsibility aspects? 
3.06 2 1.43 3.06 2 1.39 0.00 
b) Does your company’s SR policy reflect its concentration on Triple P i.e., 
People, Planet and Profit? 
3.18 1 1.42 3.56 1 1.41 0.39 
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4.1.B.8 Operational aspects - Development of SR policy By T- tests statistics for  table 4.1.B.1 to 4.1.B.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.37 0.17 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 3.13 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.20 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.31 0.11 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 4.26 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.15 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
0.43 0.54 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 -1.40 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.39 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
                    
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.07 0.27 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 0.38 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.78 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.19 0.50 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 1.01 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.49 
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4.2.A Conceptual Understanding and Evaluation -  supply chain 
responsibility 
 
The Era of Social and Environmental Accountability 
Traditionally companies believed their primary responsibilities were to 
maximize returns to their shareholders, pay taxes in the countries in which they 
operated and provide employment to local citizens. Society is now holding companies 
accountable for the impacts that their company has on all its stakeholders, which 
include employees, customers, shareholders, business partners, the environment, and 
local communities. Corporate philanthropy does not suffice. Ralph Devendorf made 
this point very succinctly; ‘It is not how the dividends are spent, but how the money is 
made.’ This is reflected in the 1999 Millennium Poll on Corporate Social 
Responsibility, a survey of 22,000 consumers across 23 countries on 6 continents, that 
revealed that almost 90% of consumers agree that large companies should do more 
than focus only on profitability. This was true for the majority of citizens in 18 of the 
21 countries. The survey also revealed that nearly six in ten consumers form 
impressions of a company based on broader responsibilities such as labor practices, 
business ethics, responsibility to society at large or environmental impacts. This 
compares to only one-in-three who mention business fundamentals (e.g., financial 
factors, company size, management). 
 
 The results of this survey should be of no surprise.  Evidence of these 
changing expectations was evident from the scale of protests at trade negotiations 
such as those in Seattle, Genova against the World Trade Organization. Hundreds of 
thousands of people united to demand that environmental and social concerns were 
not undermined by free trade. Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) another 
mechanism NGOs use to promote change is to ‘name and shame’ companies, 
identifying the negative impacts of their operations on the environment or society. 
They will often use ratings or rankings to benchmark companies’ performance against 
one another. A 1995 UN report on global governance reported that nearly 29,000 
international NGOs existed. In the United States there are an estimated two million 
NGOs, mostly formed in the last 30 years2. The increase in sheer number of NGOs, 
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coupled with their ever-increasing sophistication, via the Internet they are able to 
communicate and co-ordinate efforts in an unprecedented manner. This, combined 
with journalists’ appetite for ‘shock value’ news, results in regular exposes on 
companies with poor environmental or social performance. Ignorance is no longer a 
defence for companies. 
 
 In response to those changing expectations, governments around the world are 
using both their power as a regulator and their purchasing power. The European 
Union for example was swift to respond to the European consumer concerns over the 
safety of Genetically Modified Organisms (GMOs) and implement regulation to limit 
licensing and ensure products including GMOs were clearly labeled. 
 
 While it is clear that expectations have changed, not all companies have 
understood where the boundaries to responsibility are drawn. As the public take a 
‘from the cradle to the grave’ view, companies are being held responsible not only for 
the actions they take, but also for the actions of their suppliers, subcontractors, joint 
venture partners, distributions outlets and ultimately the responsible disposal or 
recycling of their products.  
 
New Approaches to Supply chain responsibility 
Companies are exposed to risk to their reputations from both poor 
environmental and social performance in their supply chain. One of the issues that 
NGOs campaigned for the most vehemently is for improved working conditions and 
the elimination of the use of child labor. As a response to this issue and the risk to 
corporate reputation, companies began by issuing codes of conduct that suppliers are 
required to comply. Levi Strauss & Company leads the way, developing its corporate 
code of conduct in 1991. Other companies followed Levi’s lead and a plethora of 
corporate codes of conduct followed. 
 
 In response to the emergence of hundreds of company specific codes of 
conduct, a survey by the non-profit research organization, the Council on Economic 
Priorities of 360 Company Code of Conducts concluded that: 3 
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1. Internal codes are inherently expensive and inefficient to develop and monitor 
due to duplication of effort. 
2. Codes lack consistency, so consumers can’t easily distinguish between strong 
and weak codes. 
3. The codes are rarely monitored, and if so, often not robustly. 
4. They tend to be unclear about interfacing with laws and customers that vary 
widely by country and region. 
5. Workers do not know about the codes. 
 
This survey identified the need for a more standardized and common 
approach. This spawned a number of voluntary standards and base codes at the 
regional or industry level, including the US Apparel Industry Partnership, the Clean 
Clothes Campaign, SA8000 and the Ethical Trading Initiative (ETI). Our analysis will 
be limited to the ETI and SA8000 as they apply across industries. 
 
 In October 1997, Social Accountability International launched Social 
Accountability 8000 (SA8000), the first universal standard that could be independently 
verified. SA8000 is a performance and systems driven standard. The principles in 
SA8000 are drawn from International Labor Organization (ILO) conventions, the UN 
Declaration on Human Rights and the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child and 
underpinned by the management systems approach used for ISO9000 and ISO14001. 
Companies requiring their suppliers to adhere to SA8000 include Avon, Toys R Us, 
Dole, Otto Versand, Co-op Italia and Promodes. The combined total revenue of 
companies adopting SA8000 is $75 billion. 
 
 Established in 1998, the Ethical Trading Initiative (ETI) is an alliance of 
companies, NGOs and trade unions operating in the UK, whose aim is to improve 
labor conditions in the global supply chains, which produce goods for the UK market. 
ETI member companies have a combined annual turnover of over US$80 billion and 
many thousand of supplier-partners around the world. The key driver for ETI 
corporate members is to ‘remove risks to their reputation and operations from poor 
employment conditions in their suppliers’. The Ethical Trading Initiative requires 
members to apply the ETI base code to their international supply chain. ETI members 
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have embarked on a number of pilot projects to test methods of monitoring and 
verification (against ETI base code) in supplier countries. 
 
 The principles embodied in SA8000 and the ETI base code are same in 
essence, principally because they were drawn from international conventions, rather 
than from the constituencies involved in the initiatives. 
 
 The approach taken on monitoring of the principles varies. SA8000 is a 
standard and is modelled on the ISO standards; therefore the principles are 
underpinned by management systems. Bodies that certify to SA8000 need to be 
accredited by the CEP Accreditation Agency. The techniques used to certify against 
SA8000 are established and outlined in the Guidance Document to SA8000. The 
process ensures that the results are standardized. Revisions to the guidance are carried 
out on a regular basis incorporating the learning from companies and auditors using 
SA8000 and comments from NGOs and trade unions. 
 
 Both SA8000 and the ETI Base Code do not include environmental 
performance, and while they are labeled ‘social’ and ‘ethical’ they are designed 
specifically to address the issue of improving workplace practice. Wider concepts of 
social and ethical concerns are not addressed. This is not a criticism of the initiatives, 
but companies looking to address all reputation risks in the supply chain need to 
consider SA8000 and the ETI Base Code as useful tools, but not a complete toolkit. 
Companies that are trying to manage their supply chain risks will also need to identify 
other tools. These could include the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), which 
certifies wood that originates from sustainably managed forest, organic and fair-trade 
labeling schemes. 
 
 It is evident that while many tools exist which enable a company to manage 
discreet risks; there are few that provide an overall framework: 
 
Adopting Comprehensive Approach 
All the above initiatives provide companies with some useful tools, reference 
points and benchmarks, however key challenges remain. These include: 
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1. Managing social, ethical and environmental risks across the entire supply 
chain process. 
2. Managing supply chain risks in an integrated manner, i.e., ensuring that 
traditional performance criteria such as quality are integrated with 
environmental and social performance criteria. 
3. Not writing, but implementing policy throughout globalizes supply chains. 
 
Across the Entire Process 
The supply chain is made up of the following steps: 
1. Product design and development 
2. Sourcing of inputs 
3. In-bound logistics 
4. Conversion on inputs into final product 
5. Distribution/delivery 
6. End consumption and disposal. 
 
At present, most attention is placed on addressing reputation risks associated 
with the sourcing of inputs (such as the environmental performance of a cotton farm), 
and at the manufacturing ‘conversion’ stage  (such as use of child labour to stitch 
footballs). At each stage of the supply chain process companies are exposed to a range 
of different reputation risks. Often these risks are overlooked, not identified and 
therefore not managed. The following figure provides some useful case studies, which 
highlight risk and opportunities along the entire supply chain process. 
 
Implementation  
A few years ago, the debatecentred on ‘what’ should be included in a code of 
conduct and there is now an emerging consensus. A NGO representative recently 
commented “a code could be drawn-up on the back of a serviette in 20 minutes. The 
real challenge is implementing the code down the supply chain and monitoring the 
adherence to the code.” 
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 The debate is now focused on the ‘how’ of monitoring and verification. While 
monitoring and verification is crucial, it is the last step. First, implementation must 
begin. 
 
 Most companies who are addressing these issues have large supply bases, such 
as Toys R US with over 6,000 suppliers, thus the strategy for implementation needs to 
be carefully considered. Naturally, sending a letter to suppliers requesting they 
comply with a code of conduct does not suffice. 
 
Companies need to carefully consider issues such as: 
 
• How do I identify and prioritize social, ethical and environmental risks in my 
supply chain? 
• How do I get my suppliers to ‘buy’ into this process? 
• How do I get buy in from key personnel in my company (buyers, agents etc)? 
• What support will my suppliers need in order to understand the code and 
implement the requirements? 
• What training will be necessary and for whom? 
• What timeframe should I allow for implementation? 
• When and how should I conduct monitoring or independent certification? 
• What should I do if I have limited influence over my supplier’s behavior (i.e., 
purchasing power is limited)? 
• What management processes and systems should I implement? 
• How should I measure and report my progress? 
 
Embedding into Business Practice 
At present, most companies are not managing risks in their supply chain in a 
systematic way. While some companies have excellent systems for ensuring they are 
sourcing from sustainable forests, they may not have considered the issue of poor 
workplace conditions and vice versa. A representative from Otto Versand, the world’s 
largest mail order company summarized this need; 
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“Integrated audits are the way to go. It makes no sense to have socially responsible 
products that are environmentally unfriendly or green products that are produced by 
children.” 
 
 While a company must establish systems to minimize the risk of working with 
suppliers with poor environmental and social performance, the systems will be most 
effective if embedded into the company’s normal processes. As most companies 
already have systems in place to manage traditional performance criteria such as 
quality in the supply chain, integration of quality, social and environmental 
management systems serves as a useful vehicle for cost-effective implementation. 
 
 For example, Otto Versand, one of the world’s largest mail order catalog 
companies, provides social responsibility training for its quality auditors. The training 
is designed to introduce auditors to the concept of sustainability, gives explanation of 
the company’s code of conduct, and provides background on the labor laws and social 
policies in the country in which the auditors work. 
 
Conclusion 
Adopting an approach that is fully integrated into supply chain responsibility 
processes is essential. Ensuring that the approach addresses key social, ethical and 
environmental risks across the entire supply chain ensures that all potential risks are 
addressed and risk to corporate reputation is reduced. While the approach is important 
to define, it is ultimately of no importance if not implemented. Lastly, one should 
remember to look not only at risks, but opportunities for responsible supply chain to 
enhance corporate reputation and ultimately make a positive contribution to the 
societies in which the company operates. For example, Douglas Daft, the Chairman 
for Coke is considering offering its extensive distribution network in India to take 
polio vaccine into rural areas on the government’s behalf. Coke is looking to forge 
these new partnerships to “make it a” valued citizen in “international market.” 
 264 
4.2.B Statistical evaluation of the topic 4.2.B 
¾ Supply chain responsibility on 
(a) Does your company pay enough attention to the legitimate requirements of 
supply chain member? 
(b) Does your company keep check on the social, environmental and economic 
responsibilities of supply chain members? 
(c) Does your company promote SR awareness among supply chain members? 
(d) Does your company include SR standards into contract itself? 
 
Supply chains are considered as the integral part of the company’s operation. 
All the stakeholders expect companies to be more alert and sincere in executing their 
SR responsibilities while operating via supply chain. It is good news that all the 
companies in the research groups are positive about managing their supply chains in 
the socially responsible way. 
 
The statistical evaluation also supports our belief that modern era has made 
significant changes in the thinking of channel partners in executing tasks in socially 
responsible way. The data is tabled in the table No. 4.2.B.1 to 4.2.B.7 and t test results 
are summarized in 4.2.B.8 to have the idea of over all response pattern of all the 
groups let us go through 1st rank the first rank is given to statement as group wise in 
chronological way as 4.2.B.b, 4.2.B.b and 4.2.B.b, 4.2.B.b and 4.2.B.c, 4.2.B.b and 
4.2.B.b, 4.2.B.b and 4.2.B.b, 4.2.B.b and 4.2.B.b and 4.2.B.c and 4.2.B.b. It is obvious 
that statement b and c carries more importance from the companies practice point of 
view. Further it is evident that all the groups have followed similar response pattern. 
The mean score between 2.5 and 3.5 shows the over all positivity of all the groups 
relating to operational practice. 
 
The t test result for the different groups i. e. from table 2 to 7 are as 1.28, 0.60, 
2.83, 2.00, 2.36 and 1.10. These values are calculated at 3 degree of Freedom the 
critical value for the same is 3.182. It shows that null hypothesis is accepted for the 
data comparison in table 4.2.B.2, 4.2.B.3, 4.2.B.5, 4.2.B.6, and 4.2.B.7. The null 
hypothesis is also accepted for table 4.2.B.4 showing that there is no significant 
difference in the though pattern of Non Nifty Top and Middle managers on the 
particular issue. 
 
The tabular presentation of the data follows from the next page. 
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4.2.B.1 Operational aspects - Supply chain responsibility by All Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Does your company pay enough attention to the legitimate requirements of supply chain 
member? 
2.98 4 1.37 
b) Does your company keep check on the social, environmental and economic responsibilities of 
supply chain members? 
3.33 1 1.40 
c) Does your company promote SR awareness among supply chain members? 3.27 2 1.39 
d) Does your company include SR standards into contract itself? 3.11 3 1.29 
 
4.2.B.2 Operational aspects - Supply chain responsibility by All Top managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company pay enough attention to the legitimate requirements of 
supply chain member? 
2.90 4 1.37 3.06 3 1.39 0.16 
b) Does your company keep check on the social, environmental and economic 
responsibilities of supply chain members? 
3.45 1 1.41 3.21 1 1.41 0.24 
c) Does your company promote SR awareness among supply chain members? 3.35 2 1.40 3.18 2 1.40 0.17 
d) Does your company include SR standards into contract itself? 3.23 3 1.31 3.00 4 1.27 0.23 
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4.2.B.3 Operational aspects - Supply chain responsibility by Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company pay enough attention to the legitimate requirements of 
supply chain member? 
2.73 4 1.39 3.12 2 1.36 0.38 
b) Does your company keep check on the social, environmental and economic 
responsibilities of supply chain members? 
3.47 1 1.41 3.12 2 1.50 0.35 
c) Does your company promote SR awareness among supply chain members? 3.27 2 1.39 3.18 1 1.33 0.09 
d) Does your company include SR standards into contract itself? 3.07 3 1.33 2.71 4 1.16 0.36 
4.2.B.4 Operational aspects - Supply chain responsibility by Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company pay enough attention to the legitimate requirements of 
supply chain member? 
3.06 4 1.39 3.00 4 1.46 0.87 
b) Does your company keep check on the social, environmental and economic 
responsibilities of supply chain members? 
3.44 1 1.46 3.31 1 1.35 1.56 
c) Does your company promote SR awareness among supply chain members? 3.44 1 1.46 3.19 3 1.52 1.35 
d) Does your company include SR standards into contract itself? 3.38 3 1.31 3.31 1 1.35 1.05 
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4.2.B.5 Operational aspects - Supply chain responsibility by All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership + AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company pay enough attention to the legitimate requirements of 
supply chain member? 
2.94 3 1.37 3.03 4 1.40 0.09 
b) Does your company keep check on the social, environmental and economic 
responsibilities of supply chain members? 
3.28 1 1.44 3.38 1 1.39 0.09 
c) Does your company promote SR awareness among supply chain members? 3.22 2 1.34 3.31 3 1.47 0.09 
d) Does your company include SR standards into contract itself? 2.88 4 1.24 3.34 2 1.31 0.47 
4.2.B.6 Operational aspects - Supply chain responsibility by Top Nifty managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company pay enough attention to the legitimate requirements of 
supply chain member? 
2.73 4 1.39 3.06 4 1.39 0.33 
b) Does your company keep check on the social, environmental and economic 
responsibilities of supply chain members? 
3.47 1 1.41 3.44 1 1.46 0.03 
c) Does your company promote SR awareness among supply chain members? 3.27 2 1.39 3.44 1 1.46 0.17 
d) Does your company include SR standards into contract itself? 3.07 3 1.33 3.38 3 1.31 0.31 
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4.2.B.7 Operational aspects - Supply chain responsibility by Middle Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company pay enough attention to the legitimate requirements of 
supply chain member? 
3.12 2 1.36 3.00 4 1.46 0.12 
b) Does your company keep check on the social, environmental and economic 
responsibilities of supply chain members? 
3.12 2 1.50 3.31 1 1.35 0.19 
c) Does your company promote SR awareness among supply chain members? 3.18 1 1.33 3.19 3 1.52 0.01 
d) Does your company include SR standards into contract itself? 2.71 4 1.16 3.31 1 1.35 0.61 
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4.2.B.8 Operational aspects - Supply chain responsibility by T- tests statistics for table 4.2.B.1 to 4.2.B.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi –
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.12 0.19 0.67 H. D. P. R. 0.33 1.28 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.28 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.10 0.34 0.17 L. D. P. R. 0.83 0.60 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.59 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
0.13 0.31 0.87 L. D. P. R. 0.13 2.83 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.06 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.18 0.18 0.48 L. D. P. R. 0.52 2.00 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.14 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.19 0.16 0.91 H. D. P. R. 0.09 2.36 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.10 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.17 0.31 0.47 L. D. P. R. 0.52 1.10 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.35 
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4.3.A Conceptual Understanding and Evaluation -  stakeholder involvement 
 
The late 1990s have seen a massive growth of interest in corporate 
responsibility both among major corporations and across society. Concern about the 
social and ethical implications of corporate behavior has focused a spotlight on 
organizations perceived as performing unusually well or unusually badly. The Co-
operative Bank attributes rapid growth in deposits and profitability largely to the 
active promotion of its “partnership” principles. On the negative side clothing and 
sports goods companies such as Nike, faced with criticism of labor standards at their 
developing country suppliers, have recognized that adverse publicity can soon lead to 
lack-lustre financial performance. 
 
 Corporate performance on social and ethical, as well as financial, accounts 
cannot be hidden, at least for the large corporations. Demands for transparency, 
accountability and public reporting are steadily increasing. As Royal Dutch/Shell 
have recognized, business has moved from a “trust me” world to a “tell me” and 
increasingly a “show me” world. 
 
 For the poor performers, especially the big ones, there’s no place to hide. 
 
A Moral Case or a Business Case? 
Demands for responsible business conduct are nothing new. Ethical trading 
and consumer protection requirements are set out in the Old Testament, and medieval 
merchants were familiar with the principle of the “just price” for the goods they sold. 
Even contemporary pressures for linking trade policy to labor standards have long-
established precedents – back in 1890 the United States prohibited the import of 
goods made with prison labor. Today, there is still a moral case for active 
management of corporate responsibility issues, and for some companies – Denmark’s 
Oticon or the UK’s Body Shop for example – the moral case is central to the 
company’s value proposition. 
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 But for a much wider range of companies, what weighs particularly heavily is 
the business case for corporate responsibility, which is the focus of this paper. Sound 
corporate responsibility practices and appropriate reporting allow business to protect 
their “licence to operate”, to reduce costs, risks and liabilities, to increase employee 
and customer loyalty and secure customer advocacy for the business, and to reduce 
the likelihood of costly and unwelcome surprises. 
 
 Companies approach the subject from several different directions. Some are 
clearly convinced that the best way to manage a business is to incorporate economic, 
environmental and social practice in an integrated way in the formulation and 
implementation of strategy. This is the top-down approach. Others take a bottom-up 
approach: they see that they are doing lots of good things in community investment 
and social involvement, and they want to make sure that they are winning the 
maximum business value from these activities. A third group of companies are 
concerned about risks, particularly risks to their corporate and brand reputations, and 
they want to understand and mitigate these risks as far as possible. Hundreds of 
companies have produced codes of practice or signed up to cross-industry codes such 
as the Coalition for Environmentally Responsible Economies (CERES) principles, the 
Caux principles, the International Chamber of Commerce (ICC) charter, or the 
Japanese Keidanren principles. Some, such as Johnson & Johnson’s “Credo”, are well 
known and influential within the company and outside. 
 
What to do on Monday Morning 
Corporate Responsibility in Practice 
Codes of practice are all very well, but companies need to know how to 
manage corporate responsibility in practice, and make a commitment to do so. The 
fundamental need here is to manage ethical and social issues as rigorously and 
objectively as any other core business issue, and to integrate them with other aspects 
of the business. Corporate responsibility is to be built in, not bolted on. Along with 
economic and environmental issues, it forms part of the “triple bottom line” against 
which businesses aspiring to be sustainable should be judged. 
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 This obviously requires management processes and systems to measure and 
ensure performance on the “corporate responsibility” dimension. Some companies 
quail at this point, knowing from their experience with quality management or 
environmental compliance that management systems can be bureaucratic and time-
consuming things. Here, we have some good news. The first piece of news is that in 
well-run companies, the great majority of what is needed to manage corporate 
responsibility is likely to be there already. These companies may just have to take 
account of a wider range of interested parties or handle a greater variety of data, 
without needing to invent a whole set of new systems and procedures. The second 
piece of good news is that although corporate responsibility at first seems wide 
ranging and ill-defined, careful focus and selection makes it much less intimidating 
than it might at first appears. 
 
 In preparing to manage and report on corporate responsibility, environmental 
or environmental, health and safety (EHS) management experience is especially 
useful. Environmental management professionals are familiar with the need to handle 
intangibles and make them measurable and therefore manageable.  
 
 They’re also familiar with dealing with a wide range of stakeholders, beyond 
those of immediate interest to their financial management colleagues. Moreover, the 
EHS precedent is one where there is the possibility to move from damage limitation to 
sustainable positive advantage by proactive and sensitive management of issues which 
may impact on the company’s business performance. In the social arena, the challenge 
is just this - to meet the pressure of public concern over social performance with open 
communication, continuous improvement and a commitment to shared learning, and 
over time, to turn pressure and damage limitation into a source of business advantage 
(Figure 1) 
 
 In the rest of this paper we will outline how to manage and report on corporate 
responsibility, and then look at the two areas where it is easiest to go wrong engaging 
I dialogue with stakeholders, and selecting the right set of indicators. Finally, we will 
comment on emerging standards and good practice. 
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FIGURE 1: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Working with Stakeholders 
Engaging with stakeholders inside and outside the organization is absolutely 
fundamental to numerous aspects of the approach outlined above. In fact, the whole 
approach is largely driven by the demands of an increasingly wide and vocal range of 
stakeholders, who expect organizations to be accountable for those aspects of 
performance – economic, environmental and social – that relate to their particular 
concerns. In corporate responsibility, working with stakeholders assumes an even 
more central role than other areas of business. Recognizing this, major corporate 
leaders in social reporting are now committed to engaging and maintaining dialogue 
with internal and external stakeholders. 
 
Stakeholder’s engagement serves several purposes, underpinning key process 
steps in the management of corporate responsibility. First, it enables stakeholder 
opinions and perceptions to be probed on issues of concern – an important feature of 
data collection in dealing with qualitative and subjective aspects of the company’s 
 
Commitments to: 
Early identification of social and environmental issues 
Open, two-way dialogue with stakeholders 
Shared learning and improvement 
Balancing global standards and local cultural differences 
Pressure and 
Damage Limitation 
Business 
Advantage 
• Distraction from core business 
• Reactive changes in business 
and project plans 
• Costs 
• Damage to reputation 
• Status of preferred 
supplier/partner/employer 
• More effective follow-through of 
business plans 
• Safeguard reputation and image 
• Reduced business risk 
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impact on society. Many organizations have come this far with stakeholder 
engagement. Second, it offers an opportunity to involve stakeholders in selecting the 
particular issues that a report should address. This obviously needs a good deal more 
courage on the part of the company, but it represents a commitment to address real 
concerns – not merely that topic that managers believe to be relevant, or on which the 
company thinks it has a good story to tell. Third, it can allow stakeholders to say how 
they want performance to be measured on the chosen issue - and to influence the 
selection of indicators and metrics for reporting purposes. This third facet of 
engagement is the most demanding, but leading companies are prepared to involve 
their stakeholders in this way while acknowledging that external stakeholder wishes 
have to be reconciled with internal concerns and with what is practical and 
measurable within the company.  
 
 With internal stakeholders, there is a fourth aspect of engagement to add: the 
building of closer alignment between the organization’s vision and values, and those 
of its employees. This is not easy, but with appropriately planned opportunities for 
productive dialogue and a commitment to listen and learn, it can have a remarkable 
effect on motivation and employee pride. 
 
 The further the company aspires to go with stakeholder engagement and social 
reporting, the greater the benefits – and the pitfalls. Credibility is hard to build but 
easy to damage. Apparent poor treatment of staff in comparison to outside 
stakeholders, or failure to follow up engagement with action that proves the company 
has listened, can negate a good reputation and make further dealings with 
stakeholders difficult and unproductive. Success is more likely if a few simple rules 
and followed. Firms that start by making their own values and vision explicit are less 
likely to be buffeted by later changes in stakeholder opinion. Those that develop 
dialogue with their own staff first, and that prepare carefully for wider engagement, 
have a good foundation for going to a broader range of stakeholders. The best results 
come from dialogue that is genuinely two-way and sustained, leading to a continuing 
relationship in which strengths, weaknesses and concerns are openly and 
constructively discusses. 
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 Perhaps the most important element of all in stakeholder engagement is to start 
at home. It is surprising how often companies neglect to begin engagement by talking 
to their own staff. It is all very well to analyze carefully the social impacts of a 
construction project in a developing country, or to understand the perspective of an 
indigenous people, but this good effort is wasted if staff closer to home base feel they 
have been treated in an inconsiderate or high-handed way when it comes to closures 
or relocations. A few comments from disaffected employees can wreck the credibility 
of an expensively crafted public reputation. 
 
 Managing a company’s corporate reputation needs steady effort and 
commitment, but the rewards are considerable. From a defensive or confrontational 
position, where outside pressures are seen as distracting managers from running the 
business, an organization can move to genuine cooperation with stakeholders and 
towards high standards of corporate social responsibility. 
 
Standards and Guidance  
Widespread interest in social and ethical aspects of management is beginning 
to lead to the emergence of models of good practice. At Arthur D Little, our analysis 
of a large number of codes, procedures and company initiatives has led us to 
characterize good practice in terms of the qualities identified in Fig. 5. A company’s 
overall approach should reflect these features as far as possible, and the selection of 
measurements and indicators should adherence to this god practice model. 
 
 On social as on environmental issues, there are many international and cross-
industry initiatives and codes of conduct. The variety can be confusing, but there are 
signs of some convergence around activities such as the Global Reporting Initiative 
led by CERES and the work of the World Business Council for Sustainable 
Development (WBCSD) on corporate social responsibility. 
 
 The need now is for simplification and further convergence of methodologies, 
so that although different approaches will be taken by different practitioners, there 
will be an essential compatibility between them. This is much the same as in quality 
management, where there are various approaches in use but they all share common 
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basic principles. In this spirit, leading international organizations – including Arthur 
D Little – are working together in forums such as the WBCSD and the  
 
Will it Stick? 
Finally, will it stick? In the 1970s, social assessment had a brief period of 
prominence. For example, at the same time as EHS auditing was being developed by 
Arthur D Little, others were working on the concept of a “social balance sheet”. The 
balance sheet helped companies weigh and make choices about the social benefits and 
costs of their activities, and a number of companies including General Motors, tried it 
out. At a similar time, economists concerned with the macroeconomics of developing 
countries were invoking a “social accounting matrix” approach which attempted to 
identify and record all transactions between economic actors, rather than only those 
where conventional money changes hands. 
 
 However, with the advent of the monetarist 1980s and the belief, famously 
propounded by Milton Friedman, that the social responsibility of business is simply to 
increase its profits, corporate social responsibility faded into the background. Could 
the same thing happen again? Or will the resurgence in corporate responsibility with 
stand the next recession, and stand alongside the ever-increasing demand for strong 
financial performance? Leading companies are recognizing a compelling business 
case for taking corporate responsibility seriously, even in tough times – oil companies 
Shell and BP Amoco, for example, have shown that they will “stick with it” through a 
period when low oil prices have imposed unprecedented strains on the industry. If 
corporate responsibility can survive times like that, it is, we believe, here to stay. To 
quote Mark Moody-Stuart, Chairman of Shell’s Committee of Managing Directors: 
 
4.3.B Statistical presentation of the topic 4.3.B 
¾ 4.3.B stake holder involvement 
(a) Does your company involve stakeholders in development of SR policy? 
(b) Does your company communicate with stakeholders on its SR practices? 
(c) “Employees are mirror of stakeholder expectations” Does your company in 
executing various SR projects? 
(d) Does your company identify and support NGO activities in SR? 
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(e) Does your company respect various government Norms and involve various 
government institutions in executing various social programs? 
 
As cleared in the conceptual understanding companies are responsible to their 
stakeholders. Almost all the time managers are compelled to pay attention to the 
expectations of them. The most important among them is shareholders and 
employees. However government play an important role by establishing various 
regulating agencies and creating legal framework for general working. All the 
stakeholders in general expect from the government that such a structure should be 
created that all their need should be satisfied and all their demands are met. 
 
The data statistics shows that all the managers and companies (managers are 
no one except the representative of companies) have got same positive practice as far 
as stakeholder involvement is concerned.  
 
For more idea on the response pattern let us evaluate the rank pattern  
 
Top rank to one of the statement in each group in chronological order is as 
follows 4.3.B.b, 4.3.B.e and 4.3.B.b, 4.3.B.e and 4.3.B.b, 4.3.B.e and 4.3.B.b, 4.3.B.e 
and 4.3.B.b. It is observed that statement b and e got more importance in the whole 
group. It interprets as every company tried to put their case that they are the most 
sincere in taking care of demands of all the stakeholders especially related with the 
SR policy. And the second importance is given to the statement, which asks about 
involvement of government. It is obvious that companies do spend money involving 
existing government parties and nominees so as to have advantage and relaxations 
from government in the budgets. The t test calculations and results for the table no 
4.3.B.2 to 4.3.B.7 for as 0.79, 0.20, 1.62, 0.10, 0.59 and 0.59 while the critical value 
at 4 degree of freedom is 2.776. It shows that for table 2,3,5,6, and 7 null hypothesis 
is accepted and for table 4, which facilitates the comparison between Non-nifty, Top 
and Middle managers null hypothesis is accepted. It further interprets, as there is no 
significance difference in the thinking pattern of these two groups on this particular 
issue. 
 
The tabular presentation of data is presented from the next page. 
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4.3.B.1 Operational aspects - Stakeholder involvement By All Managers. 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Does your company involve stakeholders in development of SR policy? 3.14 3 1.34 
b) Does your company community with stakeholders on its SR practices? 3.31 1 1.41 
c) “Employees are mirror of stakeholder expectations.” Does your company involve employees 
actively in executing various SR projects? 
3.11 4 1.29 
d) Does your company identify and support NGO activities in SR? 2.98 5 1.40 
e) Does your company respect various govt. norms and involve various government institutions in 
executing various social programs? 
3.27 2 1.42 
 
4.3.B.2 Operational aspects - Stakeholder involvement By All Top managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company involve stakeholders in development of SR policy? 3.13 3 1.36 3.15 2 1.35 0.02 
b) Does your company community with stakeholders on its SR practices? 3.23 2 1.48 3.39 1 1.37 0.17 
c) “Employees are mirror of stakeholder expectations.” Does your company 
involve employees actively in executing various SR projects? 
3.13 3 1.28 3.09 4 1.31 0.04 
d) Does your company identify and support NGO activities in SR? 3.10 5 1.42 2.88 5 1.39 0.22 
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e) Does your company respect various govt. norms and involve various 
government institutions in executing various social programs? 
3.39 1 1.43 3.15 2 1.42 0.24 
 
4.3.B.3 Operational aspects - Stakeholder involvement By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company involve stakeholders in development of SR policy? 3.13 3 1.30 3.18 3 1.42 0.04 
b) Does your company community with stakeholders on its SR practices? 2.87 5 1.41 3.24 2 1.35 0.37 
c) “Employees are mirror of stakeholder expectations.” Does your company 
involve employees actively in executing various SR projects? 
3.20 2 1.32 3.12 4 1.36 0.08 
d) Does your company identify and support NGO activities in SR? 3.13 3 1.46 3.00 5 1.37 0.13 
e) Does your company respect various govt. norms and involve various 
government institutions in executing various social programs? 
3.40 1 1.50 3.29 1 1.40 0.11 
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4.3.B.4 Operational aspects - Stakeholder involvement By Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company involve stakeholders in development of SR policy? 3.13 3 1.45 3.13 2 1.31 1.06 
b) Does your company community with stakeholders on its SR practices? 3.56 1 1.50 3.56 1 1.41 1.58 
c) “Employees are mirror of stakeholder expectations.” Does your company 
involve employees actively in executing various SR projects? 
3.06 4 1.29 3.06 3 1.29 0.85 
d) Does your company identify and support NGO activities in SR? 3.06 4 1.44 2.75 5 1.44 0.17 
e) Does your company respect various govt. norms and involve various 
government institutions in executing various social programs? 
3.38 2 1.41 3.00 4 1.46 1.26 
 
4.3.B.5 Operational aspects - Stakeholder involvement By All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company involve stakeholders in development of SR policy? 3.16 2 1.35 3.13 3 1.36 0.03 
b) Does your company community with stakeholders on its SR practices? 3.06 4 1.37 3.56 1 1.44 0.50 
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c) “Employees are mirror of stakeholder expectations.” Does your company 
involve employees actively in executing various SR projects? 
3.16 2 1.32 3.06 4 1.27 0.09 
d) Does your company identify and support NGO activities in SR? 3.06 4 1.39 2.91 5 1.42 0.16 
e) Does your company respect various govt. norms and involve various 
government institutions in executing various social programs? 
3.34 1 1.43 3.19 2 1.42 0.16 
 
4.3.B.6 Operational aspects - Stake holder involvement By Top Nifty managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company involve stakeholders in development of SR policy? 3.13 3 1.30 3.13 3 1.45 0.01 
b) Does your company community with stakeholders on its SR practices? 2.87 5 1.41 3.56 1 1.50 0.70 
c) “Employees are mirror of stakeholder expectations.” Does your company 
involve employees actively in executing various SR projects? 
3.20 2 1.32 3.06 4 1.29 0.14 
d) Does your company identify and support NGO activities in SR? 3.13 3 1.46 3.06 4 1.44 0.07 
e) Does your company respect various govt. norms and involve various 
government institutions in executing various social programs? 
3.40 1 1.50 3.38 2 1.41 0.02 
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4.3.B.7 Operational aspects - Stake holder involvement By Middle Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company involve stakeholders in development of SR policy? 3.18 3 1.42 3.13 2 1.31 0.05 
b) Does your company community with stakeholders on its SR practices? 3.24 2 1.35 3.56 1 1.41 0.33 
c) “Employees are mirror of stakeholder expectations.” Does your company 
involve employees actively in executing various SR projects? 
3.12 4 1.36 3.06 3 1.29 0.06 
d) Does your company identify and support NGO activities in SR? 3.00 5 1.37 2.75 5 1.44 0.25 
e) Does your company respect various govt. norms and involve various 
government institutions in executing various social programs? 
3.29 1 1.40 3.00 4 1.46 0.29 
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4.3.B.8 Operational aspects - Stakeholder involvement By T- tests statistics for  table 4.3.B.1 to 4.3.B.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.06 0.17 0.44 L. D. P. R. 0.46 0.79 2.776 H0 Accept 4 0.47 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.01 0.20 0.14 L. D. P. R. 0.82 0.20 2.776 H0 Accept 4 0.86 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
0.14 0.44 0.77 H. D. P. R. 0.13 1.62 2.776 H0 Accept 4 0.18 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.01 0.27 0.08 L. D. P. R. 0.90 0.10 2.776 H0 Accept 4 0.92 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.09 0.34 0.36 L. D. P. R. 0.54 0.59 2.776 H0 Accept 4 0.58 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.06 0.24 0.59 H. D. P. R. 0.29 0.59 2.776 H0 Accept 4 0.58 
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4.4.A Conceptual Understanding and Evaluation -  transparency and reporting   
So you’ve got your CSR report. You’ve painstakingly collected the data, 
written it up, designed the report and sent it off for production. The printer has 
delivered on time and the IT guys have worked through the night to make sure it’s up 
online. But then what? Will it join the silent majority languishing unnoticed on 
bookshelves and in cyberspace? Does the mere fact of having a CSR report really 
justify the investment of time, money and effort that went into producing it? 
 
Well, maybe. If the sole aim of producing a CSR report is to give the ABI, 
BiTC, ACCA and all those other august bodies the means to assess your performance, 
and allow you to be included in FTSE4Good, then sending it to a few people and 
putting it on your website may be enough. But if the introductions of CSR reports are 
anything to go by, most companies have bigger ambitions than this. And by doing 
little with their report, not only are they wasting the opportunity to capitalise on their 
investment-, but they may also be bringing their commitment to CSR into question. 
 
A bigger splash 
Most companies hail the business benefits of ‘creating stakeholder dialogue’. 
But probably only a handful at most actually use their CSR report to further this 
dialogue – the usual names that come to mind when thinking about CSR reporting. 
And even they could get more out of it. However great your report is, it can hardly be 
considered a success if few people look at it – and most companies barely advertises 
its existence. So to make your CSR reporting both more accountable and more 
valuable, you must first communicate the communication. 
 
The medium is the message… 
Even if you only have the resources to send the report to the mailing list, and 
announce it on your intranet and your website, it pays to get those things right. Are 
you mailing the right people? How are you persuading them to read the report? The 
principles of direct mail, so assiduously applied in product marketing, apply equally 
here. If direct mail is not your forte, how about asking the marketing director for some 
advice? 
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When it comes to the intranet and the website, again, think about the medium 
and how your audiences interact with it. How will you use the space to its best 
advantage, given competing demands for attention and technical constraints? How 
will you persuade people to click through to the report (or contact you for a copy)? 
Crucially, your messages must be clear and signposting unmissable. People have little 
patience on the Internet… and so is the audience 
 
If you have greater ambitions for your CSR report and can convince your 
company that they are worth pursuing, you have a number of options. Start by looking 
at your audiences, at what you want to gain from communicating with them and at 
what they may want from you. For some audiences, the summary, key facts and 
figures is enough, while others want to analyse the detail to ensure what you’re saying 
stacks up. By thinking about your audiences in this way, you can work out how best 
to approach them with the report. 
 
A form of summary is essential. Just saying “the report’s out have a look” is 
hardly the best way to persuade people to bother with what is often perceived as a 
lengthy and technical document. Give them a reason for engaging with it. Pull out 
things that they will be interested in and present them in a way that will stimulate the 
imagination. And wherever possible, offer a clear “what’s in it for me” benefit. 
 
Some of the more enlightened companies have already made a start in this 
respect, particularly with investors – the audience that can most obviously deliver 
returns to the business. In the same way that companies present their annual report, 
some are now doing roadshows and presentations of their CSR report, or at least 
bringing its messages into their main investor presentation. But while PowerPoint 
presentations may work well for investors, other key audiences – employees for 
example – may prefer something more informal – a splash page on the intranet, 
perhaps, or an announcement in a company meeting. 
 
However, you need to be particularly careful when dealing with employees as 
an audience. While you may assume that employees would like to hear about the good 
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things their employers are doing (and statistics show that employees say they take 
CSR issues into consideration when choosing an employer), many companies are 
finding that employees are their toughest audience for CSR. In a difficult market, 
where companies are laying people off, employees might not want to hear what 
you’re doing for the environment or how you much money you’re giving to charity. 
So in communicating the CSR report to your colleagues, think how the issues affect 
them personally, and tailor both your message and the medium accordingly. 
 
Anyone for stakeholder dialogue? 
So far, we’ve mentioned some of the ways companies are presenting their 
CSR reports to different audiences. But communication is a two-way thing, and the 
only way companies can find out what people think about the report is to ask them. 
It’s astounding how many companies, while extolling the virtues of stakeholder 
dialogue, don’t even follow up their CSR report by asking the recipients what they 
think. The longer your mailing list, the greater the need for a channel and incentive 
for feedback. Again, the best means of soliciting feedback will depend on the 
audience and the medium: it could take the form of a reply card with the report, a 
feedback form online, a face-to-face discussion or a combination of all of these. The 
kind of information you want to know is, can readers find what they’re looking for? 
Have they changed their view of your company as a result of your report? Has it 
prompted them to any sort of action? 
 
Feedback can come as a shock. You may find that what you thought would 
work is way off the mark, which makes some companies wary of inviting what they 
see as too much comment. But what you don’t know about you can’t address, and it’s 
only by engaging with people that you’ll be able to get your reporting right and 
achieve what you set out to do at the beginning. 
There are always good reasons for doing very little with a CSR report, the best 
being time and money – or lack thereof. But if you are committed enough to produce 
a report then it is well worth your while to go that bit further, and at least take the first 
steps towards making it work harder to give you a decent return on your initial 
investment. 
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CSR reporting is the main opportunity companies have to reap the reputational 
rewards for doing well. And yet, despite a commercial climate where trust is at a 
premium, companies still seem reluctant to promote their hard-won credentials as 
responsible corporate citizens. Then again, it's not so long since companies had to be 
persuaded to see the annual report in broader communication terms and take 
advantage of the opportunity it presents to explain their business to analysts, 
shareholders and other interested parties. Now it’s time to make CSR reporting work 
harder too. 
4.4.B Statistical evaluation of the topic 4.4.B. 
 
4.4.B Transparency and reporting  
 
(a) Is your company transparent on its business action and SR policies? 
 
(b) Does your company prepare separate sustainability report and present the 
same via suitable media? 
 
It was the answer of all the companies that they do prepare sustainability 
report but as the part of their annual report presentation. Companies now a days 
present this information on their websites as a part of the overall agenda. However it 
has become mandatory to present environmental reports after the pollution control 
boards of different states and control government is compelling them to do so. 
 
 The further statistical evaluation of the data relating to this segment shows that 
the mean stores on the basis of table no. 4.4.B.1 to 4.4.B.7 is falling between 3 and 
3.5 mentioning there is a good response from the managers on this topic. The one 
reason is that it is almost mandatory for all institution to go for communicating on 
social responsibility issues to government and proper media. The ranking pattern is 
something like this, top rank is secured by the statements in the following order for 
each groups 4.4.B.b, 4.4.B.a and 4.4.B.b, 4.4.B.a and 4.4.B.b. 4.4.B.b and 4.4.B.b, 
4.4.B.b and 4.4.B.b, 4.4.B.a and 4.4.B.a, shows that both statements are getting equal 
weighted form the managers of all groups. 
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 The t test statistics represented for each table in chronological order starting 
from 4.4.B.2 are 0.59, 1.13, 0.00, 6.00, 2.37 and 7 while the critical value for all being 
12.706 at 1 degree of freedom shows that for all the tables null hypothesis is accepted 
it shows that there is no significance difference in the data presented in the various 
groups for Nifty and non Nifty companies and among them top and middle level 
managers. The correlation statistics presented in the table 4.4.B.8 shows that there 
exists perfect positive correlation for all groups except table no. 4.4.B.6. 
 
 The tabular presentation of the data is there from the next page. 
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4.4.B.1 Operational aspects - Transparency and Reporting By All Managers. 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Is your company transparent on its business action and SR policies? 3.14 2 1.37 
b) Does your company prepare separate sustainability report and present the same via suitable 
media? 
3.30 1 1.42 
4.4.B.2 Operational aspects - Transparency and Reporting By All Top managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Is your company transparent on its business action and SR policies? 3.29 1 1.42 3.00 2 1.32 0.29 
b) Does your company prepare separate sustainability report and present the same 
via suitable media? 
3.26 2 1.41 3.33 1 1.45 0.08 
4.4.B.3 Operational aspects - Transparency and Reporting By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Is your company transparent on its business action and SR policies? 3.27 1 1.39 2.88 2 1.36 0.38 
b) Does your company prepare separate sustainability report and present the same 
via suitable media? 
3.20 2 1.47 3.18 1 1.42 0.02 
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4.4.B.4 Operational aspects - Transparency and Reporting By Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Is your company transparent on its business action and SR policies? 3.31 1 1.49 3.13 2 1.31 1.37 
b) Does your company prepare separate sustainability report and present the same 
via suitable media? 
3.31 1 1.40 3.50 1 1.51 1.74 
 
4.4.B.5 Operational aspects - Transparency and Reporting By All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty managers / across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Is your company transparent on its business action and SR policies? 3.06 2 1.37 3.22 2 1.39 0.16 
b) Does your company prepare separate sustainability report and present the same 
via suitable media? 
3.19 1 1.42 3.41 1 1.43 0.22 
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4.4.B.6 Operational aspects - Transparency and Reporting By Top Nifty managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Is your company transparent on its business action and SR policies? 3.27 1 1.39 3.31 1 1.49 0.05 
b) Does your company prepare separate sustainability report and present the same 
via suitable media? 
3.20 2 1.47 3.31 1 1.40 0.11 
 
4.4.B.7 Operational aspects - Transparency and Reporting By Middle Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Is your company transparent on its business action and SR policies? 2.88 2 1.36 3.13 2 1.31 0.24 
b) Does your company prepare separate sustainability report and present the same 
via suitable media? 
3.18 1 1.42 3.50 1 1.51 0.32 
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4.4.B.8 Operational aspects - Transparency and Reporting By T- tests statistics for table 4.4.B.1 to 4.4.B.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.11 0.26 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 0.59 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.66 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.20 0.25 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 1.13 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.46 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
- 0.22 -   - - 12.706 H0 Accept 1 1.00 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.18 0.04 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 6.00 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.10 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.07 0.04 0.00     2.37 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.25 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.28 0.05 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 7.00 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.09 
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4.5.A Independent Verification 
When the management works with internal stakeholders on the SR Issue it is 
observed that stakeholders always raise issue of credibility of SR practices. Most of 
the time stakeholder insists on independent verification of the code of conduct and SR 
policies in the time bound schedule. Over a period of time various agencies have 
evolved at national and international level. One such prestigious agency is known as 
ISO. UNPE i. e. United Nation Environment program and ICC International Chamber 
of Commerce also play vital role in assessing and monitoring code of conduct in the 
member institution. Several NGO’s also play role of mediator in assessing social 
responsibility practices. It is proposed that agency like ICRA should enter into the 
field of such assessment. Most of the time it is unanimously decided by both 
management & stakeholder on independent verification of the practices adopted and 
executed on social responsibilities.  
 
4.5.B Statistical evaluation of the topic 4.5.B. 
4.5.B independent verifications  
(a) Does your company independently verify compliance with code of conduct or 
business principles? 
(b) Does your company have formal complaint verification, monitoring and 
handling system for SR practices? 
 
All the companies unanimously opined that yes we do have. The reason being 
that it is the general practice of all the nifty as well as large scale Non Nifty 
companies to divert funds for social responsibility activities and practices and All the 
time board of directors keep on asking on results of the policies and funds exclusively 
kept for such activities. Further it was observed that managers are also showing their 
interests in the results as such successful activities add up in to their credits as being 
responsible manager. 
 
As like previous questions collected data are modified and simplified as per 
the need and presented in the tables from 4.5.B.1 to table 4.5.B.7. Further explanation 
and statistical evaluation is presented in the following paragraphs. 
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To know the over all opinion of the group on the more important statement in 
the group of statements let us have a look on the ranks secured in various group of 
tables by the statement. The top rank is secured by 4.5.B.b, 4.5.B.b and 4.5.B.b, 
4.5.B.b and 4.5.B.b, 4.5.B.a and 4.5.B.a, 4.5.B.b and 4.5.B.b, 4.5.B.b and 4.5.B.b, 
4.5.B.b and 4.5.B.a. The mean scores show that it is falling between 3 and 4. It means 
that managers are agreeing more or say there is the response that companies are doing 
fair on the over all practice performance. 
 
The t statistics results for table 4.5.B.2 and 3 are 1.67 and 5.95. It shows that 
critical value being 12.706 at 1 data of freedom null hypothesis is accepted at 5% 
level of significance for table 4.5.B.4 value is 0.67 where also null hypothesis is 
accepted for next tables value being 2.60, 34.00 and 0.93 respectively. It shows that 
for table 4.5.B.6 alternative hypothesis is accepted. Thus for the comparisons of 6th 
group, Top Nifty managers and top non nifty managers, there exist significant 
difference in the thoughts. For all other groups. There does not exist significant 
difference as null hypothesis being accepted. 
 
The tabular presentation of the data follows from the next page. 
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4.5.B.1 Operational aspects - Independent verifications By All Managers. 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Does your company independently verify compliance with code a conduct or business principles? 3.22 2 1.31 
b) Does your company have formal complaint verification, monitoring and handling system far SR 
practices? 
3.36 1 1.30 
 
4.5.B.2 Operational aspects - Independent verifications By All Top managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company independently verify compliance with code a conduct or 
business principles? 
3.26 2 1.32 3.18 2 1.33 0.08 
b) Does your company have formal complaint verification, monitoring and 
handling system far SR practices? 
3.52 1 1.29 3.21 1 1.32 0.30 
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4.5.B.3 Operational aspects - Independent verifications By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company independently verify compliance with code a conduct or 
business principles? 
3.40 2 1.35 3.18 2 1.33 0.22 
b) Does your company have formal complaint verification, monitoring and 
handling system far SR practices? 
3.67 1 1.18 3.35 1 1.37 0.31 
 
4.5.B.4 Operational aspects - Independent verifications By Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company independently verify compliance with code a conduct or 
business principles? 
3.13 2 1.31 3.19 1 1.38 1.28 
b) Does your company have formal complaint verification, monitoring and 
handling system far SR practices? 
3.38 1 1.41 3.06 2 1.29 1.38 
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4.5.B.5 Operational aspects - Independent verifications By All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company independently verify compliance with code a conduct or 
business principles? 
3.28 2 1.33 3.16 2 1.32 0.13 
b) Does your company have formal complaint verification, monitoring and 
handling system far SR practices? 
3.50 1 1.27 3.22 1 1.34 0.28 
 
4.5.B.6 Operational aspects - Independent verifications By Top Nifty managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company independently verify compliance with code a conduct or 
business principles? 
3.40 2 1.35 3.13 2 1.31 0.28 
b) Does your company have formal complaint verification, monitoring and 
handling system far SR practices? 
3.67 1 1.18 3.38 1 1.41 0.29 
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4.5.B.7 Operational aspects - Independent verifications By Middle Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company independently verify compliance with code a conduct or 
business principles? 
3.18 2 1.33 3.19 1 1.38 0.01 
b) Does your company have formal complaint verification, monitoring and 
handling system far SR practices? 
3.35 1 1.37 3.06 2 1.29 0.29 
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4.5.B.8 Operational aspects - Independent verifications By T- tests statistics for table 4.5.B.1 to 4.5.B.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.19 0.16 1.00   0.00 1.67 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.34 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.26 0.06 1.00   0.00 5.95 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.11 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
0.13 0.11 -1.00   0.00 0.67 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.63 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.20 0.11 1.00   0.00 2.60 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.23 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.28 0.01 1.00   0.00 34.00 12.706 Ha Accept 1 0.02 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.13 0.21 1.00   0.00 0.93 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.52 
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CHAPTER 5 - AN EVALUATION OF SOCIAL 
ASPECT OF SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY 
PRACTICES. 
 
5) Conceptual Understanding and Evaluation -  social practice  
 
5.1.A Conceptual Understanding and Evaluation -  human right 
Recently human rights have emerged as a very important under-pinning of the 
objectives of human development. Human rights have acquired a truly universal 
character in that they flow from the dignity that is attached to human being. This 
essentially modernistic concept has deep religious roots. Rabindra Nath Tagore in his 
book Religion of Man has observed that what is most striking is the divinity of the 
human being and the humanity of the divine. This is what lends dignity to human 
being and makes for the unity of humankind. Looked at from this angle, human rights 
cannot be culture-specific as has been claimed by some Asian intellectuals and 
political leaders. They have invoked the distinctive nature of the Asian values as a 
justification for not accepting human rights as a universal value. In this connection, 
they have particularly referred to the Confucian culture where the focus is on 
discipline rather than on rights, on loyalty rather than on entitlement. Prof. Amartya 
Sen does not agree with this "cultural critique" of human rights. He says that 
generalizations about Asia are not easy, given its size. There are no quintessential 
values that apply to the immensely large Asian population, which separates them out 
from people in the rest of the world. Besides, Confucianism is not the only tradition in 
Asia. In the last couple of decades, we have witnessed the expanding horizon of 
human rights. Traditionally, human rights concentrated on the right of the individual. 
Subsequently, it expanded to cover the rights of communities, ethnic groups, and 
distinctly marginalised and neglected groups like women, children and the aged. 
Traditionally human rights were more or less identical with political rights; now they 
have been extended to cover social and economic rights. In his criticism of the 
"coherence critique” and the "legitimacy critique" of human rights, Prof. Sen has 
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widened the horizon of human rights still further. According to the "legitimacy 
critiques", there are no inborn human rights and they have to be acquired through 
legislation. Prof. Sen finds this thesis as militating "in a rather fundamental way 
against the basic idea of universal human rights". According to him, human rights can 
be effectively invoked in the context even where their legal enforcement would 
appear to be most inappropriate. For example, the moral right of a wife to participate 
fully as an equal in serious family decisions may be acknowledged by many who 
nevertheless want this right not to be legalized or imposed. Prof. Sen argues that it is 
best to see human rights as a "set of ethical claims", which must not be identified with 
legal rights. According to the "coherence critique", one cannot talk about human 
rights without specifying whose duty it is to guarantee the fulfillment of the rights. In 
this view, rights can be sensibly formulated only in combination with co-related 
duties. Prof. Sen dismisses this critique on the ground that human rights can be 
addressed to any one who can help, even though no particular person or agency can be 
charged to bring about the fulfillment of the rights involved. He says, "it is surely 
possible for us to make a distinction between a right that a person has which has not 
been fulfilled and the right that a person does not have." Thus human rights can be 
seen as an entitlement, power, or immunity that benefits all that have them, even 
though they may not be legally guaranteed or it may not be possible to assign 
responsibilities on individuals or agents for guaranteeing them. The very fact of the 
articulation of these rights can result in the widening of freedom and can help to 
mobilise support from a great many people. Social development or human 
development on the one hand and human rights on the other share a common vision 
and a common purpose - that is, to ensure the freedom, well-being and dignity of all 
people everywhere. They are both about securing basic freedoms which may include: 
a. Freedom from discrimination by gender, race, ethnicity, national origin or religion; 
b. Freedom from want - to enjoy a decent standard of living; c. Freedom to develop 
and realise one's human potential; d. Freedom from fear - from physical violence, 
from threats to personal security, from torture, from arbitrary arrest and other violent 
act; e. Freedom from injustice and violation of the rules of law; f. Freedom of thought 
and speech and to participate in decision making and to form associations. g. Freedom 
for decent work without exploitation. If human development focuses on the 
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enhancement of the capabilities and freedoms that the members of the community 
want to enjoy, human rights represent the claims that individuals have on the conduct 
of other individuals and collective agents and on the design of social arrangements to 
facilitate or secure these capabilities and freedoms. Human rights can add value to the 
agenda of human development. These rights direct legal tools as a means to secure 
freedom and human development. The rights also lend moral legitimacy and the 
principle of social justice to the objective of human development. The rights 
perspectives help shift the priority to the most deprived and excluded, especially to 
deprivation because of discrimination. It also directs attention to the need for 
information and a political voice for all people. The human rights approach may offer 
an additional and more useful perspective for the analysis of human development. 
This approach links the human development approach to the idea that others have 
duties to facilitate and enhance human development. For example, when we assert 
right to education we are not only saying that all are entitled to a free elementary 
education but we are also saying that there must be some culpability somewhere in the 
social system. Thus the focus on locating accountability for failures within a social 
system can be a powerful tool for seeking remedies. Concern with duties enhances the 
ways of judging the nature and demands of programmes. Since the process of human 
development often involves great struggle, the empowerment involved in the 
language of rights can be of great practical importance. Human rights analysis thus 
involves an assessment of the extent to which institutions and social norms that 
provide security to human development achievements within a society are in place. 
The profound concern of the human rights literature with the duties of others in 
helping each human being live a better and less unfree life is thus quiterelevant to 
considering both the ways and means of promoting human development. Human 
development in turn brings a dynamic long-term perspective to the fulfillment of 
rights. It directs attention to the socio-economic context in which rights can be 
realised. The concepts and tools of human development provide a systematic 
assessment of the economic and institutional constraints to the realisation of rights. 
Human development thus contributes to building a long-term strategy for the 
realisation of rights. Gains in human development are not always attended by gains in 
human rights fulfillment and, therefore, human development accounting may fail to 
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pick up on the vulnerability of individuals and groups within a society. For example, 
the instability of the market combined with inadequate social security provisions 
exposed the insecurity of East Asia’s human development gains. By attending to the 
process of human development, an idea can be gained as to how far it is feasible to 
achieve human rights given the resources and the institutional constraints that prevail 
within a society. All rights cannot be fulfilled simultaneously even though they are all 
valid and sacrosanct. The fulfillment of several rights depends upon structural 
changes and on programmes for social and economic transformation to which human 
developments contributes a great deal. The idea of human development involves 
change. Its concern is with progress. The insistence on a dynamic view can be 
particularly useful in considering human rights over time. For example, when a 
country is poor it cannot fulfil all its human rights obligations. In this way, there may 
be some human rights that receive priority even though all human rights ultimately 
have value and importance. By adding the perspective of change and progress for 
conceptual and practical reasoning about human rights, human development can help 
to deepen the understanding and broaden the usefulness of the human rights approach. 
It is already recognised that some rights must be only progressively realised, and not 
overnight. This underlines the need for establishing priorities among human rights. 
The Human Development Report, 2000, of the UNDP is devoted to human rights and 
human development. It analyses the relationship between human rights and human 
development, traces the evolution of human rights since the adoption in 1948 of the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights and outlines the challenges of and 
recommends measures for achieving the universal realisation of human rights in the 
21st century. The Report stipulates that all rights for all people in all countries should 
be the goal of the 21st century. It recommends the following measures: - a. Every 
country needs to strengthen its social arrangements for securing human rights 
consisting of norms, institutions, legal framework and enabling economic 
environment. Legislation alone is not enough. Human rights education should be used 
as the most important tool. b. The fulfillment of human rights requires democracy that 
is inclusive, that protects the rights of the minorities, provides separation of powers 
and ensures public accountability. Elections alone are not enough. c. Poverty 
eradication is the central challenge for human rights in the 21st century. It should be 
 307 
seen not only as a development goal, but also as social justice. d. Human rights 
require State and central model of accountability as well as obligation of non-state 
actors, and states' obligations beyond national borders. e. Information and statistics is 
a powerful tool for creating a culture of accountability and for realizing human rights. 
At the national level it will be necessary to assess the existing human rights situation 
and to set priorities for action. National legislation against core international human 
rights should be reviewed to identify areas where action is needed to deal with gaps 
and contradictions. f. Education and media should be used to promote the norms of 
human rights and an economic environment should be created for enabling people to 
realize human rights. g. Human rights and human development cannot be realised 
universally without stronger international action, especially to support disadvantaged 
peoples and countries and to offset growing global inequalities and marginalisation. 
For this purpose, the following priorities are set - strengthening a right-based 
approach to development cooperation, without conditionalities; larger flow of aid; 
debt relief; access to markets; access to private financial flows and stability in the 
world economy. The Report suggests that some major shifts in emphasis are required 
from the earlier Cold War thinking: - a. from State-centred approaches to pluralistic - 
multi-actors approaches; b. from national to international and global accountabilities; 
c. from the focus on civil and political rights to a broad concern for all rights, giving 
equal attention to economic, social and cultural rights; and d. from a punitive to a 
positive ethos in international pressure and assistance.  
 
5.1.B Statistical evaluation of segment 5.1.B. 
5.1.B. Human Rights 
a) Does your company ensure and protect human rights? 
b) Does your company have included the aspect of human rights in a code of 
conduct? 
 
As explained in the conceptual understanding and evaluation is sensitive issue. 
The society as a whole gets benefit or disadvantage if company is good or bad in 
practicing human related issues. It is evident that many multinational companies have 
violated basic human norms in African countries. However in India social institutions 
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being strong and actively interesting with international institutions like amnesty 
international we don’t have any such problems in big way. Government is also taking 
enough care by introducing strong ethical norms and standards in labour laws. 
 
Let us have in detail understanding of the responses generated during the 
research. The evaluation is based on the simplified and statistically modified data 
presented in the table 5.1.B.1. to 5.1.B.7. The presentation of tables is same like 
previous explanations in earlier chapter in-group 1 to 7. The average mean score for 
both the statements are between 2.50 to 3.5, which shows more than average good 
practice for companies in the groups. It is interesting to know that the standard 
deviation for all responses is a high as 1.5, which says that there is high volatility in 
the opinion expressed by the managers on the practice of the company. To further 
access the practice let us have a look on top rank situation in all groups. They are as 
5.1.B.a, 5.1.B.a. and 5.1.B.b., 5.1.B.b and 5.1.B.b., 5.1.B.b. and 5.1.B.b., 5.1.B.b. and 
5.1.B.a., 5.1.B.b. and 5.1.B.a., 5.1.B.b. and 5.1.B.a. It shows that different groups 
have chosen different angus about company performing on social responsibility 
practice. However as the mean scores are above 3 for each group we can say that 
companies are performing well on response chart. 
 
The t test calculation have given following results for the tables 2 to 7 as 0.07, 
0.23, 0.25, 0.06, 0.12 and 0.35 while the critical value being 12.706 at 1 degree of 
freedom we can say that null hypothesis is selected for all cases. Which supports that 
there is different in the practice of the companies on this particular issue. 
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5.1.B.1 Social aspects - Human rights By All Managers. 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Does your company ensure and protect human rights? 3.03 1 1.41 
b) Does your company have included the aspect of human rights in a code of conduct? 3.02 2 1.42 
 
 5.1.B.2 Social aspects - Human rights By All Top managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company ensure and protect human rights? 3.13 1 1.38 2.94 2 1.46 0.19 
b) Does your company have included the aspect of human rights in a code of 
conduct? 
2.90 2 1.49 3.12 1 1.36 0.22 
 
5.1.B.3 Social aspects - Human rights By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company ensure and protect human rights? 3.00 2 1.25 2.82 2 1.42 0.18 
b) Does your company have included the aspect of human rights in a code of 
conduct? 
3.07 1 1.49 3.18 1 1.47 0.11 
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5.1.B.4 Social aspects - Human rights By Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company ensure and protect human rights? 3.25 1 1.53 3.06 1 1.53 1.29 
b) Does your company have included the aspect of human rights in a code of 
conduct? 
2.75 2 1.53 3.06 1 1.29 1.44 
 
5.1.B.5 Social aspects - Human rights By All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company ensure and protect human rights? 2.91 2 1.33 3.16 1 1.51 0.25 
b) Does your company have included the aspect of human rights in a code of 
conduct? 
3.13 1 1.45 2.91 2 1.40 0.22 
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5.1.B.6 Social aspects - Human rights By Top Nifty managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company ensure and protect human rights? 3.00 2 1.25 3.25 1 1.53 0.25 
b) Does your company have included the aspect of human rights in a code of 
conduct? 
3.07 1 1.49 2.75 2 1.53 0.32 
 
 
5.1.B.7 Social aspects - Human rights By Middle Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company ensure and protect human rights? 2.82 2 1.42 3.06 1 1.53 0.24 
b) Does your company have included the aspect of human rights in a code of 
conduct? 
3.18 1 1.47 3.06 1 1.29 0.11 
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5.1.B.8 Social aspects - Human rights By T- tests statistics for table 5.1.B.1 to 5.1.B.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.01 0.29 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 0.07 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.96 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.03 0.20 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 0.23 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.85 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
0.63 0.15 -   - 0.25 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.84 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.01 0.33 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 0.06 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.96 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.03 0.40 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 0.12 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.92 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.06 0.25 -   - 0.35 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.78 
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5.2.A National sovereignty and local communities. 
 
Indian social service gurus gave example of east India company while 
discussing about national sovereignty. When we talk of Nifty companies most of them 
are having either monopoly or monopolistic position in the market. It is further 
evident that majority of those companies either foreign multi national or Indian multi 
national capable of affecting Indian political, cultural and market scenario need to be 
kept under close observation. It is argued that after globalization of Indian economy 
multi national companies like GE pause thread to sovereignty as there independent 
budget are as high as budget of whole country. Other than that after introduction of 
WTO our country is compelled on compromising on various industrial and 
agricultural issues. These issues are capable of disturbing interest of local 
communities and the same thing is assessed over here.  
 
5.2.B Conceptual Understanding & Statistical Evaluation of the Segment 
 
5.2.B  National sovereignty and local communities. 
 
a) Have your company taken any initiatives to ensure respect for the national 
sovereignty and local communities. 
 
Actually this topic has got importance in the eyes of patriot peoples. Every 
time it is the issue of the election and political movements that industries especially 
all multinationals are not dedicated to the interests of the country and their people. It 
is observed in India that in the post foreign companies were compelled to walk out of 
India because policy change. The only reason for shell actions being they are 
foreigners and can hooan National interests. However after the LPG policy of the 
government after 1990, the pressure of foreign multinationals and Indian companies 
going global has increased and the topic has also picked up its relevance and 
importance. Few companies in the research are there in India from past 30 years and 
they are foreign multinationals and other are Indian multinationals going globals. In 
the research of C. Gopalakrishna, corporate social responsibility in India 1992. It was 
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observed that most multinationals have emphasized the need of spreading the 
understanding of Indian ethos and values, which directly makes managers to think and 
act positively about the national importance and local communities. 
  
Let us have an understanding of the statistical evolution of the data collected 
for the topic. The mean scores for the topic for all the groups are above 3, which show 
the good practice mark for all the companies. The standard deviation being around 1.4 
for all the groups, it can be understood that few managers have opined that the 
practice being owerad and few managers giving opinion that practice being best. 
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5.2.B.1 Social aspects - National sovereignty and local communities By All Managers. 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Have your company taken any initiatives to ensure respect far the national sovereignty and local 
communities? 
3.03  1.38 
 
5.2.B.2 Social aspects - National sovereignty and local communities By All Top managers-All middle managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Have your company taken any initiatives to ensure respect far the national 
sovereignty and local communities? 
3.00  1.39 3.06  1.39 0.06 
 
5.2.B.3 Social aspects - National sovereignty and local communities By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Have your company taken any initiatives to ensure respect far the national 
sovereignty and local communities? 
3.00  1.41 3.00  1.37 0.00 
 
316 
 
 
5.2.B.4 Social aspects - National sovereignty and local communities By Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Have your company taken any initiatives to ensure respect far the national 
sovereignty and local communities? 
3.00   1.41 3.13  1.45 1.37 
 
5.2.B.5 Social aspects - National sovereignty and local communities By All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Have your company taken any initiatives to ensure respect far the national 
sovereignty and local communities? 
3.00  1.37 3.06  1.41 0.06 
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5.2.B.6 Social aspects - National sovereignty and local communities By Top Nifty managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Have your company taken any initiatives to ensure respect far the national 
sovereignty and local communities? 
3.00  1.41 3.00  1.41 0.00 
 
5.2.B.7 Social aspects - National sovereignty and local communities By Middle Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Have your company taken any initiatives to ensure respect far the national 
sovereignty and local communities? 
3.00  1.37 3.13  1.45 0.13 
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5.3.A Conceptual Understanding and Evaluation -  labour and employees  
Companies’ Social Responsibility to their Workforces: Corporate Social 
Responsibility Begins at Home 
The world of work has changed in recent decades. Some of these changes have 
been for the better. But, overall, the social changes in the way work is approached 
have made working life more difficult for many people. And difficulties at work are 
likely to ‘spill over to the other life domains (private, social, public)’ with the risk of  
‘adverse effects (on) love, friendship, support, recuperation, general knowledge 
contributions to one’s health and well-being, spiritual life, etc.’ (Schabracq and 
Cooper, 2000, pp. 235,236). It explores some of the deleterious effects that have 
arisen from changes in work practices; and stresses the need for a reassessment of 
societal approaches to work life. A case can be made for increased social 
responsibility on the part of employing organizations in terms of the impact of work 
practices on employees. 
 
 The changes alluded to here encompass matters such as increased flexibility of 
labor – in terms of qualitative and quantitative flexibilities, and wage flexibility; ‘lean 
and mean’ organizations involving flatter organizational hierarchies wherein the 
number of levels in the organization are reduced, the number of employees groups; 
outsourcing wherein services which would once have been provided in-house are 
contracted to outside bodies engaged for only specific purposes as and when a need 
arises; the waning of fixed business hours and places of business; reorganizations and 
mergers; declining full-time work; increasing part-time employment; and 
underemployment. Workplace changes such as these adversely affect both full-time 
and part-time employees, albeit in different ways. The net effect for many employees 
is reduced security and satisfaction, and increased stress. 
 
Changes in Work Practices 
There has been a general shift in power from employees and unions to 
employers and managers. This general shift has resulted in, or in some cases derived 
from, significant changes in the ways in which work is conducted and organized. 
Current working life differs from that of the not-so-distant past in a number of ways. 
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Schabracq and Cooper (2000, pp. 231-237) list and discuss the following ways in 
which working life has changed for many employees: 
 
(i)  Flexibility of labor. They state: 
 First, there is ‘qualitative’ flexibility: the degree to which employees can and 
do perform different tasks…Qualitative flexibility is a logical outcome of consistent 
human resource management (HRM), which invests in training their (most talented) 
employees in order to broaden their skill base. Though qualitative flexibility can have 
great outcomes for the employees involved, it may easily lead to all kinds of work 
overload. 
 
Second, there is quantitative flexibility: varying the quantity of personnel and 
their working hours. Its aim is the presence of sufficient, but not too many, temporary 
employees at each hour of the day. Many of these have to perform relatively simple 
tasks, which do not demand too much training and can be done by unskilled 
workers…. 
 
Other tasks that are often performed in a quantitatively flexible way are the 
repetitive forms of human interaction needed at call centers, switchboards, counters, 
shops, etc., and in all kinds of menial services such as cleaning, delivery and security. 
In these kinds of jobs, we can witness new forms of Taylorization, including very 
strict task descriptions and supervision, and even time studies (Schabracq and Cooper, 
2000, pp. 231, 232).) 
 
(Bissett (in Dow and Parker, 2001, p. 132) refers also to a third category in the 
form of ‘wage’ flexibility in which she presents wages as ‘servings a trading option 
for vulnerable employees to retain some level of work as union power diminishes’ (p. 
132).)  
 
(ii)  Lean and mean organizations:  
One way to cope with … global competition is to reduce the number of 
hierarchical levels and the total number of employees. More responsibilities are 
pushed down to the actual work groups and people work more often in autonomous 
task teams. …. As such, it is in consonance with the above-mentioned HRM approach 
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characterized by greater qualitative flexibility of labor (Schabracq and Cooper, 2000, 
p. 233). 
 
(iii) Outsourcing: 
 ….concentrating on what is seen as the core business and making other 
departments or divisions into independent businesses. A staff service, such as a 
training department… can be outsourced into an independent consultancy or service 
firm (Schabracq and Cooper, p. 233) 
 
(iv) The waning of fixed business hours and places: 
 (Companies) use their ‘means’ of production (factories, offices, shops) more 
hours a week, in order to maximize their productivity. In addition, there is the 
necessity of internal communication in the multinationals whose plants are based I 
totally different time zones. As a consequence, an increasing number of people are 
working shifts, or at least odd hours. Moreover, shops and personal services have also 
chosen to be open longer, which results in even more people working complex shifts 
and odd or long hours (Schabracq and Cooper, 2000 p. 234). 
 
(v) Reorganizations and mergers 
(vi) Declining full-time work 
(vii) Increasing part-time employment 
(viii) Underemployment  
 
Corporate Social Responsibility and Workforce 
Corporate social responsibility is a notion which attracted considerable 
attention from the 1950s to the 1970s and which is again gaining currency. ‘Corporate 
social responsibility’ may be defined in various ways, but for present purposes can be 
taken to mean: 
  
The social responsibility of business encompasses the economic, legal, ethical 
and philanthropic expectations placed on organizations by society at a given point in 
time (Carroll, 1996, p. 37) 
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The ‘Peripheral’ Employee 
The effect of the changes to working life outlined briefly above has been to 
produce what Bissett refers to as the ‘peripheral employee’ – people faced with 
‘nonstandard’ forms of employment. It is sometimes argued that reduced work 
security can bring with it the associated advantage of enhancing the employee’s 
‘employability’. (The increased employability is said to arise from broadened 
experience and wider skill development derived from holding down a number of jobs 
even if for only a short time.) That is, individuals will work by moving between 
different work environments and selling their skills as ‘portfolio people’. Such an 
argument, at least in this writer’s view, is cold comfort in light of the impacts on both 
full-time and temporary employees already mentioned. 
 
 This is not to say that the ‘flexibilities’ introduced to the workplace in recent 
times are in themselves undesirable or to be avoided at all costs. As Felstead and 
Jewson argue, the concern is with non-standard work rather than the idea of flexible 
careers per se. ‘Felstead and Jewson suggest that, rather than offering new exciting 
opportunities, the reality is one of” rock bottom wage reates, coercive management, 
intensified labour processes, unsocial hours, and high rates of job turnover”’ (Felstead 
and Jewson quoted in Bissett, 2001, p. 133). 
 
Power Shifts: Managerial Philosophies and Changes to the Law 
It was the case that the old-style ‘industrial relations/labor relations’ which 
characterized Australian, British and US workplaces for most of the 20th century 
implied, for the main part, a contest for power and influence over relationships and 
practices in the workplace. Nonetheless, it cannot be said that the current conception 
of ‘employment relations’ has dispensed with the underlying power contest between 
employer and employee. What might be fairly argued to have changed are the various 
managerial philosophies operating in the modern workplace and producing particular 
employment relation’s outcomes. 
 
 Accompanying this phenomenon has been a shift to reliance on 
‘individualism’ and away from ‘collectivism’ in determining the terms and conditions 
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of work. (The heavy legislative promotion of ‘individual’) contracts in Australia 
(known as Australian Workplace Agreements), rather than collective agreements, is a 
case in point.) The point to be made here is that with reduced union support and a 
reduced emphasis on collective negotiation of wages and conditions, there has been 
an effective power shift away from employees to employing organizations.  
 
 Changes in the nature of work of the types identified above have occurred at a 
time when union membership has declined significantly in countries such as 
Australia, Britain, and the United States. An example of the reduction in union 
membership can be seen in the figures for Australia where the proportion of the 
workforce who were members of unions declined from 46% in 1986 to 25% in 2001. 
Similar outcomes would be true for the other countries mentioned. 
 
 In summary, the phenomenon of fundamental changes in the nature of work 
for many employees being discussed here has derived from a combination of (i) a 
change in management philosophy, including adoption of unitarist assumptions 
associated with the concept of ‘human resource management’; (ii) legislative changes 
whose effect (and one would have to say whose intention) was to change the balance 
of power in the work place by placing a greater emphasis on individualism – an 
ideologically-driven move; and (iii) a reduction in the role and membership of trade 
unions, traditionally the monitors of workplace standards. Not all of these 
developments are unwelcome or illogical – indeed, the notion of individualism 
(meaning here negotiating one’s own terms and conditions with one’s employer rather 
than through the medium of a trade union or other third party) is most appealing at a 
philosophical level. The practice, though, gives rise to an increasing disparity of 
information, knowledge and power at the time changes in work practices are being 
developed that reduce employees’ control over their working lives. 
 
Friedmanite Arguments 
Part of the intuitive appeal of ‘individualism’ lies in Friedmanite arguments as 
to the role and purpose and obligations of businees. However, the reality of modern 
society (and the issue of corporate social responsibility) is much more complex than 
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Friedman suggested. It can be argued on a number of grounds that such an outlook – 
in this case in relation to employees – is flawed. 
 
 Friedmanite arguments have produced a number of unfortunate outcomes. 
First, they focus on financial outcomes at the expense of, or without regard for, social 
impacts – at best an attitude of self-interest based on an individualistic view of 
society. Second, even when financial measures are accepted as providing the main 
focus, in contemporary markets financial success is measured in the very short term 
(note here the emphasis placed by share markets on financial reporting over periods as 
short as three months). Third, this perceived short-term focus on financial outcomes 
could incline employing organizations to ignore almost all values other than making 
money. 
 
Corporate Social Responsibility and Employment Relations 
The essence of the arguments here is that managers of employing 
organizations should not be concerned only with financial measures: policies based 
only on economic theory cannot succeed. Despite the short-term focus of financial 
markets, managers do not focus only on short-term financial issues. Managers, in 
general, are necessarily and inevitably concerned with a large range of issues and 
interests of a non-financial nature; and with issues dealing with the medium to long 
term. Even in financial terms, a continuing focus on short-terms outcomes may well 
put at risk the longer-term interest and profitability of a firm. Equally, the terms and 
conditions of work should also be viewed as a matter of long-term interest. 
 
McCoy states: 
Instead of single purpose…. there are multiple value commitments and goals 
shaping the actions of the corporations they administer. Some of the values are short 
range; others are longer term. Some are quite narrowly self-interested; others are more 
broadly based in the well being of the wider community. Some values are compatible; 
others are in conflict… What becomes dramatically clear when the perspectives of 
actual policy-makers are examined, rather than the dogma of economic theorists, is 
that a wide range of values and purposes enter into the formulation of business policy 
(McCoy, 1985, p. 8) 
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 The definition of ‘corporate social responsibility’ given above includes most 
importantly the place of ethics in management of employing organizations. Ethics is 
not something foreign to management but exist at its core, and relates to the ‘wide 
range of values and purposes’ involved in the formulation of business policy just 
referred to. Peters and Waterman argue that ‘The real role of the chief executive is to 
manage the values of the organization. While god companies have superb analytic 
skills … their major decisions are shaped more by their values than by their dexterity 
with numbers’ (Peters and Waterman in McCoy, 1985, p. 12). Such values extend 
beyond mere financial outcomes and necessarily should consider the nature of the 
working life imposed on employees. 
 
 It is not too much to say that the dramatic changes in work practices that have 
been seen various countries over the last two decades represent a form of ‘revolution’ 
in our approach to working life. Kabanoff, in a study of Australian organizations and 
managers, concludes: 
 
 If values play a role in explaining people and nation’s behaviour, then they tell 
us that revolutions of the type that some business commentators currently insist we 
are having or need to have are extremely rare and uncertain in their outcomes. 
Therefore, if Australia is to develop a distinctive national competitive advantage of 
the type Michael Porter (1990) describes, we will have to recognize and build on our 
previous history and values rather than hanker for revolutions. There is little doubt 
that organizational and managerial values are much more than an interesting topic for 
academic study – they are important to out future individual and collective well being 
(emphasis added) (Kabanoff in Dow and Parker (Eds), 2001, p. 79). 
 
 The ‘Revolution’ in work practices demonstrated through examples set out 
earlier has, in many cases, already reduced our ‘individual and collective well-being’. 
Managers of employing organizations need to demonstrate a greater awareness and 
acceptance of social responsibility for their actions. The focus here is on work 
practices, but the notion has much wider application. While educated managers are 
likely to be aware of ideas attaching to corporate social responsibility, such ideas do 
not always seem to inform their day-to day decision-making. In many cases, corporate 
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social responsibility appears to be a concept that is acknowledged more in company 
annual reports and for public relations purposes than as an integral part of managerial 
performance.  
  
Much of the difficulty arises from the tendency to view corporate social 
responsibility as a ‘product’ rather than understanding it as a ‘process’. The issues 
raised here in relation to the ways in which work is now done in many cases, and the 
impact of such practices on employees, concern the moral and social implications of 
what many seem to view as being merely an economic choice. It is submitted that the 
impact of work practices on the workforce should not be ignored in a questionable 
preoccupation with economic and financial outcomes. After all, despite the 
terminology, few employees think of themselves as ‘human resources’ willing to be 
managed in a way, as nearly akin to inanimate resources of the firm as management 
philosophy and theory, and the law, will permit. 
 
5.3.B Conceptual Understanding & Statistical Evaluation of the Segment 
5.3.B Labour and Employees. 
a) Does your company provide for freedom of association and right to collective 
bargaining? 
b) Does your company have taken any steps to prevent the use of child labour? 
c) Does your company in any way contribute to the abolition of child labour? 
d) Does your company discriminate with respect to employment and occupation? 
e) Does your company provide4 for security of employment? 
f) Does your company ensure a living wag? 
g) Does your company ensure occupational health and safety? 
h) Does your company respect maximum number of working hours? 
i) Does your company provide suitable training? 
j) Does your company guarantee handling of complaints? 
k) Does your company provide timely information, reorganization and right to 
collective discharge and redundancy schemes? 
l) Have your company any time used threat to transfer the operations of the 
company to other countries as a mean for influencing the negotiating with 
trade unions and employees? 
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m) Does your company use double standards? 
n) Does your company employ and train local staff as much as possible? 
o) Does your company enable worker representation to negotiate and confer with 
decision maker? 
 
In these groups of statement few statements had generated negative response 
and then practice was rated for example say 5.3.B.1. Was such question where answer 
being No and rated. 
 
The overall evaluation of the group of statements is presented in the table No. 
5.3.B.1. to 5.3.B.7. and the t test summary has been presented in the table No. 5.3.B.8. 
The question being sensitive to the management the amonglly of the entire respondent 
have been taken care. The over all response pattern is evident in the scores of mean, 
S.D. Rank and t test as explained in earlier questions the mean score depicts the 
responses of the whole sample and it is evident that for negative as well as positive 
answers the mean score being almost equal ranging from 2.5 to 3.5. The responses are 
the same for the comparision of across management hierarelly and corporate 
ownership. The ranking pattern gives the detail idea. The pattern shows that the top 
rank has been secured by the statement 5.3.B.L. for all the categories however for 
being negative question the second rank is also important for all managers the rank is 
secured by 2.3g. it is evident that most of the companies irrespective of being 
manufacturing and service organization have emphasized the importance of 
occupational health and safety. 
 
For the validity of the out comes let us have t test statistics. The t test statistics 
shows that calculated values in the chronological order for the t test for all the six 
groups are 0.06, 1.56, 1.69, 1.44, 2.38 and 0.83. It is evident that for the 6th group i.e. 
Top Nifty and non-nifty comparisons alternate hypothesis is selected which state that 
there exist the significance difference between the thoughts of top nifty managers and 
top non-nifty managers on the issue of labour and employees. The probable reason 
may be the availability of funds for labour welfare programs to the Nifty stipulations 
on non-nifty companies. 
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5.3.B.1 Social aspects - Labour and employees By All Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Does your company provide for freedom of association and right to collective bargaining? 2.95 14 1.35 
b) Does your company have taken any steps to prevent the use of child labour? 2.95 14 1.37 
c) Does your company in any way contribute to the abolition of child labour? 3.02 12 1.34 
d) Does your company discriminate with respect to employment and occupation? 3.19 7 1.36 
e) Does your company provide for security of employment? 3.28 5 1.44 
f) Does your company ensure a living wage? 3.09 10 1.35 
g) Does your company ensure occupational health and safety? 3.34 2 1.35 
h) Does your company respect maximum No. of working hours? 3.02 12 1.37 
i) Does your company provide suitable training? 3.16 9 1.34 
j) Does your company guarantee handling of complaints? 3.06 11 1.32 
k) Does your company provide timely information reorganization and the right to collective 
discharge and redundancy schemes?  
3.31 3 1.44 
l) Have your company any time used threat to transfer the operations of the company to other 
countries as a means far influencing the negotiating with trade unions and employees? 
3.56 1 1.34 
m) Does your company use double standards? 3.25 6 1.37 
n) Does your company employ and train local staff as much as possible? 3.31 3 1.42 
o) Does your company enable worker representation to negotiate and confer with decision makers? 3.19 7 1.40 
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5.3.B.2 Social aspects - Labour and employees By All Top managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company provide for freedom of association and right to collective 
bargaining? 
3.06 11 1.41 2.85 15 1.30 0.22 
b) Does your company have taken any steps to prevent the use of child labour? 2.90 14 1.37 3.00 13 1.39 0.10 
c) Does your company in any way contribute to the abolition of child labour? 2.84 15 1.29 3.18 7 1.38 0.34 
d) Does your company discriminate with respect to employment and occupation? 3.13 8 1.28 3.24 5 1.44 0.11 
e) Does your company provide for security of employment? 3.45 2 1.46 3.12 11 1.43 0.33 
f) Does your company ensure a living wage? 3.00 13 1.34 3.18 7 1.38 0.18 
g) Does your company ensure occupational health and safety? 3.32 3 1.38 3.36 2 1.34 0.04 
h) Does your company respect maximum No. of working hours? 3.16 7 1.44 2.88 14 1.32 0.28 
i) Does your company provide suitable training? 3.13 8 1.34 3.18 7 1.36 0.05 
j) Does your company guarantee handling of complaints? 3.03 12 1.30 3.09 12 1.35 0.06 
k) Does your company provide timely information reorganization and the right to 
collective discharge and redundancy schemes?  
3.26 6 1.48 3.36 2 1.41 0.11 
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l) Have your company any time used threat to transfer the operations of the 
company to other countries as a means far influencing the negotiating with trade 
unions and employees? 
3.65 1 1.38 3.48 1 1.33 0.16 
m) Does your company use double standards? 3.32 3 1.38 3.18 7 1.38 0.14 
n) Does your company employ and train local staff as much as possible? 3.32 3 1.45 3.30 4 1.42 0.02 
o) Does your company enable worker representation to negotiate and confer with 
decision makers? 
3.13 8 1.43 3.24 5 1.39 0.11 
 
5.3.B.3 Social aspects - Labour and employees By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company provide for freedom of association and right to collective 
bargaining? 
3.00 10 1.41 2.82 15 1.42 0.18 
b) Does your company have taken any steps to prevent the use of child labour? 3.00 10 1.41 2.88 14 1.36 0.12 
c) Does your company in any way contribute to the abolition of child labour? 2.73 15 1.22 3.24 8 1.35 0.50 
d) Does your company discriminate with respect to employment and occupation? 3.07 6 1.33 3.35 5 1.46 0.29 
e) Does your company provide for security of employment? 3.53 1 1.41 3.00 12 1.50 0.53 
f) Does your company ensure a living wage? 2.87 13 1.41 3.06 11 1.43 0.19 
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g) Does your company ensure occupational health and safety? 3.27 3 1.39 3.41 2 1.37 0.15 
h) Does your company respect maximum No. of working hours? 3.07 6 1.49 3.00 12 1.41 0.07 
i) Does your company provide suitable training? 3.27 3 1.39 3.41 2 1.42 0.15 
j) Does your company guarantee handling of complaints? 3.07 6 1.33 3.12 10 1.45 0.05 
k) Does your company provide timely information reorganization and the right to 
collective discharge and redundancy schemes?  
3.13 5 1.51 3.29 6 1.40 0.16 
l) Have your company any time used threat to transfer the operations of the 
company to other countries as a means far influencing the negotiating with trade 
unions and employees? 
3.53 1 1.41 3.47 1 1.42 0.06 
m) Does your company use double standards? 3.07 6 1.33 3.29 6 1.40 0.23 
n) Does your company employ and train local staff as much as possible? 2.93 12 1.49 3.41 2 1.37 0.48 
o) Does your company enable worker representation to negotiate and confer with 
decision makers? 
2.80 14 1.37 3.24 8 1.39 0.44 
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5.3.B.4 Social aspects - Labour and employees By Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company provide for freedom of association and right to collective 
bargaining? 
3.13 10 1.45 2.88 14 1.20 2.03 
b) Does your company have taken any steps to prevent the use of child labour? 2.81 15 1.38 3.13 8 1.45 1.76 
c) Does your company in any way contribute to the abolition of child labour? 2.94 14 1.39 3.13 8 1.45 1.26 
d) Does your company discriminate with respect to employment and occupation? 3.19 9 1.28 3.13 8 1.45 0.13 
e) Does your company provide for security of employment? 3.38 5 1.54 3.25 5 1.39 0.02 
f) Does your company ensure a living wage? 3.13 10 1.31 3.31 3 1.35 1.07 
g) Does your company ensure occupational health and safety? 3.38 5 1.41 3.31 3 1.35 1.27 
h) Does your company respect maximum No. of working hours? 3.25 8 1.44 2.75 15 1.24 1.33 
i) Does your company provide suitable training? 3.00 12 1.32 2.94 13 1.29 0.20 
j) Does your company guarantee handling of complaints? 3.00 12 1.32 3.06 11 1.29 1.05 
k) Does your company provide timely information reorganization and the right to 
collective discharge and redundancy schemes?  
3.38 5 1.50 3.44 2 1.46 0.75 
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l) Have your company any time used threat to transfer the operations of the 
company to other countries as a means far influencing the negotiating with trade 
unions and employees? 
3.75 1 1.39 3.50 1 1.26 1.79 
m) Does your company use double standards? 3.56 3 1.41 3.06 11 1.39 0.19 
n) Does your company employ and train local staff as much as possible? 3.69 2 1.35 3.19 7 1.52 0.38 
o) Does your company enable worker representation to negotiate and confer with 
decision makers? 
3.44 4 1.46 3.25 5 1.44 0.50 
 
5.3.B.5 Social aspects - Labour and employees By All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co.  
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company provide for freedom of association and right to collective 
bargaining? 
2.91 15 1.40 3.00 12 1.32 0.09 
b) Does your company have taken any steps to prevent the use of child labour? 2.94 14 1.37 2.97 14 1.40 0.03 
c) Does your company in any way contribute to the abolition of child labour? 3.00 12 1.30 3.03 10 1.40 0.03 
d) Does your company discriminate with respect to employment and occupation? 3.22 5 1.39 3.16 9 1.35 0.06 
e) Does your company provide for security of employment? 3.25 4 1.46 3.31 6 1.45 0.06 
f) Does your company ensure a living wage? 2.97 13 1.40 3.22 8 1.31 0.25 
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g) Does your company ensure occupational health and safety? 3.34 2 1.36 3.34 4 1.36 0.00 
h) Does your company respect maximum No. of working hours? 3.03 10 1.43 3.00 12 1.34 0.03 
i) Does your company provide suitable training? 3.34 2 1.38 2.97 14 1.28 0.38 
j) Does your company guarantee handling of complaints? 3.09 9 1.38 3.03 10 1.28 0.06 
k) Does your company provide timely information reorganization and the right to 
collective discharge and redundancy schemes?  
3.22 5 1.43 3.41 3 1.46 0.19 
l) Have your company any time used threat to transfer the operations of the 
company to other countries as a means far influencing the negotiating with trade 
unions and employees? 
3.50 1 1.39 3.63 1 1.31 0.13 
m) Does your company use double standards? 3.19 7 1.35 3.31 6 1.40 0.13 
n) Does your company employ and train local staff as much as possible? 3.19 7 1.42 3.44 2 1.44 0.25 
o) Does your company enable worker representation to negotiate and confer with 
decision makers? 
3.03 10 1.38 3.34 4 1.43 0.31 
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5.3.B.6 Social aspects - Labour and employees By Top Nifty managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company provide for freedom of association and right to collective 
bargaining? 
3.00 10 1.41 3.13 10 1.45 0.13 
b) Does your company have taken any steps to prevent the use of child labour? 3.00 10 1.41 2.81 15 1.38 0.19 
c) Does your company in any way contribute to the abolition of child labour? 2.73 15 1.22 2.94 14 1.39 0.20 
d) Does your company discriminate with respect to employment and occupation? 3.07 6 1.33 3.19 9 1.28 0.12 
e) Does your company provide for security of employment? 3.53 1 1.41 3.38 5 1.54 0.16 
f) Does your company ensure a living wage? 2.87 13 1.41 3.13 10 1.31 0.26 
g) Does your company ensure occupational health and safety? 3.27 3 1.39 3.38 5 1.41 0.11 
h) Does your company respect maximum No. of working hours? 3.07 6 1.49 3.25 8 1.44 0.18 
i) Does your company provide suitable training? 3.27 3 1.39 3.00 12 1.32 0.27 
j) Does your company guarantee handling of complaints? 3.07 6 1.33 3.00 12 1.32 0.07 
k) Does your company provide timely information reorganization and the right to 
collective discharge and redundancy schemes?  
3.13 5 1.51 3.38 5 1.50 0.24 
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l) Have your company any time used threat to transfer the operations of the 
company to other countries as a means far influencing the negotiating with trade 
unions and employees? 
3.53 1 1.41 3.75 1 1.39 0.22 
m) Does your company use double standards? 3.07 6 1.33 3.56 3 1.41 0.50 
n) Does your company employ and train local staff as much as possible? 2.93 12 1.49 3.69 2 1.35 0.75 
o) Does your company enable worker representation to negotiate and confer with 
decision makers? 
2.80 14 1.37 3.44 4 1.46 0.64 
 
5.3.B.7 Social aspects - Labour and employees By Middle Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company provide for freedom of association and right to collective 
bargaining? 
2.82 15 1.42 2.88 14 1.20 0.05 
b) Does your company have taken any steps to prevent the use of child labour? 2.88 14 1.36 3.13 8 1.45 0.24 
c) Does your company in any way contribute to the abolition of child labour? 3.24 8 1.35 3.13 8 1.45 0.11 
d) Does your company discriminate with respect to employment and occupation? 3.35 5 1.46 3.13 8 1.45 0.23 
e) Does your company provide for security of employment? 3.00 12 1.50 3.25 5 1.39 0.25 
f) Does your company ensure a living wage? 3.06 11 1.43 3.31 3 1.35 0.25 
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g) Does your company ensure occupational health and safety? 3.41 2 1.37 3.31 3 1.35 0.10 
h) Does your company respect maximum No. of working hours? 3.00 12 1.41 2.75 15 1.24 0.25 
i) Does your company provide suitable training? 3.41 2 1.42 2.94 13 1.29 0.47 
j) Does your company guarantee handling of complaints? 3.12 10 1.45 3.06 11 1.29 0.06 
k) Does your company provide timely information reorganization and the right to 
collective discharge and redundancy schemes?  
3.29 6 1.40 3.44 2 1.46 0.14 
l) Have your company any time used threat to transfer the operations of the 
company to other countries as a means far influencing the negotiating with trade 
unions and employees? 
3.47 1 1.42 3.50 1 1.26 0.03 
m) Does your company use double standards? 3.29 6 1.40 3.06 11 1.39 0.23 
n) Does your company employ and train local staff as much as possible? 3.41 2 1.37 3.19 7 1.52 0.22 
o) Does your company enable worker representation to negotiate and confer with 
decision makers? 
3.24 8 1.39 3.25 5 1.44 0.01 
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5.3.B.8 Social aspects - Labour and employees By T- tests statistics for  table 5.3.B.1 to 5.3.B.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.01
0 
0.19 0.55 H. D. P. R. 0.34 0.06 2.145 H0 Accept 14 0.95 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.11 0.27 0.22 L. D. P. R. 0.43 1.56 2.145 H0 Accept 14 0.14 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
0.11 1.28 0.46 L. D. P. R. 0.22 1.69 2.145 Ha Accept 14 0.12 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.06 0.16 0.62 H. D. P. R. 0.14 1.44 2.145 H0 Accept 14 0.17 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.17 0.28 0.36 L. D. P. R. 0.18 2.38 2.145 Ha Accept 14 0.03 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.04 0.21 0.45 L. D. P. R. 0.09 0.83 2.145 H0 Accept 14 0.42 
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5.4.A Consumer protection 
 
Introduction 
 Over the last decade, we have witnessed increasing recognition of the 
importance of products and product systems as a target for both corporate social 
responsibility strategy and government consumer protection policy. Concepts and 
tools that explicitly focus on products includes eco-efficiency, eco-labeling, product 
stewardship, green procurement, design for consumer protection, life-cycle 
management, life-cycle engineering extended producer responsibility and more 
recently integrated product policy. 
 
This discussion explores two key conceptual approaches to product-focused 
consumer protection as an area of social responsibility namely, Extended Producer 
Responsibility (EPR) and Integrated Product Policy (IPP). EPR refers to extending 
producer responsibility for products beyond the useful life into the post-consumer 
stage. The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 
defines EPR as “an consumer protection policy approach where the producers’ 
responsibility, physical and/or financial, for a product is extended to the post-
consumer stage of a product’s life cycle”. This concept has also been taken up by 
some leading private sector companies in the manufacturing sector (e.g., Xerox, Sony, 
Electrolux and HP) that see business value in recovering their products at the end of 
their life. 
 
 Integrated Product Policy (IPP) is defined as public policy “Which seeks to 
reduce the life-cycle consumer protection impacts of products from the mining of raw 
materials to production, distribution, use, and waste management”. The objective of 
IPP is to integrate consumer protection considerations into key decision points in the 
product’s life-cycle stages and assist stakeholders (producers, consumers. policy 
makers) in making consumer protectionly sound choices. This is achieved through a 
range of instruments including eco-design, market incentives, and information 
mechanisms such as eco-labels. 
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 The discussion provides an overview of the significance of products as a focal 
point for corporate and public sector social responsibility strategy and it defines and 
provides examples of IPP and EPR policies and programs. Market implications for 
Canadian industry of these two product-focused policy approaches are also explored. 
 
The Product as a Focal Point for Corporate Social responsibility strategy and 
Government Policy  
 Product-focused consumer protection as an area of social responsibility 
concepts and tools are distinct from more traditional facilities and substance-based 
approaches in a number of fundamental ways: 
 
1. Because products are the focal point in a complex web of material and energy 
flows, product-focused approaches require companies to take a systems 
perspective to gain a full understanding of the implications of their products. 
This systems perspective results I the companies looking beyond their plant 
gates to understand consumer protection and resource implications of the 
materials they select,  the suppliers they engage, the energy supply options 
they choose, as well as the  transportation, distribution, use and end of life 
of their products. 
 
2. A focus on products ties consumer protection issues directly into the core of 
business activities of a company. By taking a product focus to consumer 
protection as an area of social responsibility, a door is opened to functions like 
product design, procurement, supply chain  management and sales and 
marketing. For some companies, brand image is also deeply associated with 
the product. 
 
3. Taking a product focus allows an organization to identify where it can get the 
best  return on investment for its consumer protection expenditure. By 
understanding the full product system, a company can target resources in a 
manner that will lead to the greatest reduction in consumer protection releases 
per dollar invested. Similarly, by understanding product life cycles, 
 340 
governments can target policies and programs where they will get the best 
return on investment (reduced consumer protection impact) for taxpayer’s 
dollars spent. 
 
4. Consumer protection as an area of social responsibility activity is traditionally 
a cost center within an organization. A product focus enables consumer 
protection issues to become a means to reduce costs, maintain market access, 
gain competitive advantage enhance brand image and increase revenues. For 
government, product-focused policies and tools become a means to work 
cooperatively with industry to simultaneously improve consumer protection 
performance, stimulate innovation and support competitiveness. 
 
5. Product-focused consumer protection as an area of social responsibility tools 
often begin with the question – what is the core function or service the product 
provides? This question has led a number of companies to begin to make the 
shift from providing products to providing services. The shift is important as it 
can lead to an increase in the knowledge content of products and a decrease in 
the material and energy content of products. Achieving this shift will be 
necessary if we are to achieve the “Factor 10” improvements in resource 
productivity require to move toward sustainable development. 
 
6. Products are a much more tangible focal point for communication of consumer 
protection information and for engaging stakeholders in an informed dialogue 
on consumer protection issues. The complexities of toxic substances 
management are inaccessible to most people, but engaging in a discussion on 
cleaner products is much more intuitive. This means that products can be a 
means to reach a broader range of stakeholders. 
 
 Another key factor in the growing focus on products as a consumer protection 
policy and strategy target is the need to manage the end-of-life issues related to 
products. OECD statistics indicate that waste within the OECD has been increasing at 
a rate similar to that of economic growth. For some waste streams, such as waste 
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electrical and electronic equipment (EEE), the rate of growth is even faster than 
economic growth. Consumer protection Canada recently published a study that 
predicted a doubling of the tonnage of information technology waste (a subset of 
EEE) between 1999 and 2005. The rate of growth in waste is compounded by the 
increasing complexity of the waste stream. The growing electrical and electronic 
equipment waste steam is of particular concern because it contains a number of 
products containing potentially hazardous substances (e.g. lead, mercury, cadmium, 
brominated flame retardants). These product (monitors, laptops, printers, scanners, 
mobile phones, etc.) need to be managed at the end of their life to ensure that 
hazardous substances do not enter the consumer protection or impact human health 
(e.g. recycling workers) and to ensure that the economic value of the materials in the 
products is recovered. 
 
 All of these factors have led to a focus on products not only as a key leverage 
point to reduce waste, but also (as our understanding of product systems grows) as a 
focal point for developing preventative strategies and tools such as design for 
consumer protection or eco-design. Design for consumer protection (DfE) is the 
integration of consumer protection considerations directly into product development 
processes. 
 
 DfE is significant because product design and development is the most 
effective phase to target consumer protection improvement. This is because design 
can influence up to 80% of the economic cost of a product as well as 80% of the 
consumer protection impacts8 (see fig.1). For example, DfE enables designers to 
eliminate hazardous the life of a product as it can eliminate labeling requirements, 
occupational health and safety requirements, specialized end-of-life management 
requirements reporting and other hidden costs associated with the use of hazardous 
materials. In addition, DfE supports other design strategies (such as material 
optimizations and design for disassembly) that can reduce the overall consumer 
protection impact of products and optimize the opportunities for the recovery of 
materials at the end of the product’s useful life.  
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 Design for Consumer protection is highlighted here because it is a key 
differentiator between an EPR approach to product policy and an IPP approach. 
Extended producer responsibility has focused, at least in its initial incarnations, on 
reducing waste and maximizing material recycling. IPP as it is currently being 
discussed in the European Commission’s Green Discussion is focused on encouraging 
DfE or eco-design.  
 
Extended Producer Responsibility 
 There are many characteristics or components of government product-focused 
consumer protection policy. One of these is the extension of consumer protection and 
in some cases financial responsibility for resource efficiency and emissions to the 
primary producer or manufacturer of the product. This includes not only responsibility 
at the manufacturing stage but also at other stages of the life cycle, particularly end of 
life. This concept of broadening manufacturers’ responsibility for products beyond the 
useful life into the post-consumer stage, and in some case other life-cycle stages is 
called extended producer responsibility or EPR. The term “EPR” began in Europe and 
has now spread to other industrialized countries. It is also concerned about closing the 
loop with respect to materials use and waste management. While there is variation in 
how countries are interpreting the concept, there is a growing consensus I developed 
countries for the need to better define responsibility of the impacts a product has on 
the consumer protection over its entire life cycle. There is less agreement, however, 
on who specifically holds the responsibility including financial responsibility, for 
managing or mitigating the consumer protection impacts of products. 
 
 OECD and EU governments have been particularly aggressive in shifting 
responsibility for end-of-life management of products away from local governments 
to producers and distributors. The rationale for this approach is that these two actors 
often have the most influence and control over the design of a product and it’s 
packaging and therefore have greater opportunity to produce more consumer 
protectionly sound products. This shift of responsibility addresses what the OECD 
recognizes as the “weakest link” in the product responsibility chain- “the final 
disposal of products after their sale and use by consumers”. Typically producer 
responsibility initiatives involve product take-back, and design for disassembly. In the 
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case of government programs, recovery targets are set and the provision of 
disassembly guidance to dismantlers is mandatory. 
 
 While this view of EPR has gained considerable momentum, it is important to 
note that there is still some debate over the definition of EPR. For example, some 
jurisdictions have interpreted EPR as manufacturers taking responsibility for used, 
packaging and products (e.g. Japan, Australia), and other jurisdictions (e.g. Sweden) 
interpret EPR to mean that producers should assume responsibility for manufactured 
or imported goods throughout their life-cycle, including the waste phase. This 
expanded view is included in the EU proposed Directive on Electrical and Electronic 
Equipment (EEE Directive). This directive is focused much more on consumer 
protection issues related to product design than end-of-life management. In many 
respect, this draft EEE Directive is more aligned with an integrated product policy 
approach than it is with extended producer responsibility. 
 
 In the United States, the now defunct President’s Council on Sustainable 
Development emphasized that manufacturers, suppliers, users and disposers of 
products all share responsibility for the consumer protection impacts of products and 
waste streams. This has lead in the US to the concept of Extended Product 
Responsibility as a means for actors along the product chain to identify opportunities 
for pollution prevention and resource conservation throughout the life cycle of a 
product. 
 
 More recently, at a May 1999 OECD meeting on EPR, it was recognized that 
EPRs can be government-driven programs with a regulatory backdrop or they can be 
voluntary initiatives where producers (e.g. Xerox’s remanufacturing program) take 
responsibility for managing the end-of-life aspects of their products. This latter 
approach is an example of integrating producer responsibility concepts directly into 
business strategy. 
 
 The OECD distills the debate over EPR down to two primary issues: (1) the 
extent to which other actors in the product chain have responsibility and (2) the 
acceptability of targets set. The acceptability of the targets set is largely a technical 
issue, while the degree of responsibility of other actors is a more substantive issue. 
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While this view of EPR has gained considerable momentum, it is important not that 
there is still some debate over the definition of EPR. For example, some jurisdictions 
have interpreted EPR as manufacturers taking responsibility for used packaging and 
products (e.g. Japan, Australia), and other jurisdictions (e.g. Sweden) interpret EPR to 
mean that producers should assume responsibility for manufactured or imported 
goods throughout their life-cycle, including the waste phase. This expanded view is 
included in the EU proposed Directive on Electrical and Electronic Equipment (EEE 
Directive). This directive is focused much more on consumer protection issues related 
to product design than end-of-life management. In many respects, this draft EEE 
Directive is more aligned with an integrated product policy approach than it is with 
extended producer responsibility.  
 
 In the United States, the now defunct President’s Council on Sustainable 
Development emphasized that manufacturers, suppliers, users and disposers of 
products all share responsibility for the consumer protection impacts of products of 
waste streams. This has lead I the US to the concept of Extended Product 
Responsibility as a means for actors along the product chain to identify opportunities 
for pollution prevention and resource conservation throughout the life-cycle of a 
product. 
 
 More recently, at a Many 1999 OECD meeting on EPR, it was recognized that 
EPRs can be government-driven programs with a regulatory backdrop or they can be 
voluntary initiatives where producers (e.g. Xerox’s remanufacturing program) take 
responsibility for managing the end-of-life aspects of their products. This latter 
approach is an example of integrating producer responsibility concepts directly into 
business strategy. 
 
 The OECD distills the debate over EPR down to two primary issues: (1) the 
extent to which other actors in the product chain have responsibility and (2) the 
acceptability of targets set. The acceptability of the targets set is largely a technical 
issue, while the degree of responsibility of other actors is a more substantive issue. 
While the OECD recognizes that all actors in the product chain have some 
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responsibility for the consumer protection externalities associated with products, the 
roles and responsibilities of these other actors are not clearly defined. 
 
 There is not single right way to implement a successful EPR program. The 
OECD developed the fifteen EPR principles after three phases of international 
stakeholder workshops. The principles are designed to guide governments that are 
considering the adoption of EPR strategies. The OECD emphasizes that if the 
principles are taken into account, then the full potential of an EPR program is more 
likely to be realized. 
 
 The OECD principles provide significant insight into how future EPR 
programs may be designed. It is important to note that while these principles represent 
the “Cadillac version” of an EPR program, they are significant in that they are the 
culmination of a four-year process and are likely to become the criteria against which 
future EPR programs will be judged. 
 
Integrated Product Policy 
 Nowadays it is widely accepted that, in order to achieve sustainable 
development it is necessary to “dramatically” reduce our impact on the consumer 
protection. In this respect, IPP could make a major contribution, because the 
consumer protection challenges are such that a more integrated and holistic approach 
is necessary in order to meet them. 
 
European Commission DGXI 
 Integrated Product Policy (IPP) is a relatively new (discussions began in 1998) 
consumer protection policy approach that attempts to provide a more integrated and 
holistic perspective on mitigating the consumer protection impact of products. It is 
seen as an alternative to traditional facilities, single media and substances-based 
consumer protection policy. According to the European Commissions recent Green 
Discussion, “IPP focuses on those decision points which strongly influence the life-
cycle consumer protection impacts of products, informed consumer choice and the 
polluter pays principle in product prices. It also promotes instruments and tools that 
target the whole life-cycle of products.” 
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 While EPR could be considered a subset of IPP, the distinction between these 
two approaches is the points in the product life cycle that are targeted for action 
(policy instruments or corporate product strategies). For IPP, that is the primary focal 
point (material selection, product design, consumer choice), whereas EPR focuses on 
producer’s responsibility. 
 
 Discussions on the form and content of IPP are still underway in Europe. The 
rationale for moving to IPP was developed in some of the earlier research work by 
Ernst and Young. They noted that: 
 
- Industrial competitiveness may be enhanced through sound product policy; 
- A coherent framework would provide a level playing field for industry; 
- Consistent European policy would lessen gaps and disparities between 
Member States; 
- A common approach by Member States could reduce the potential for trade 
problems; and  
- Product focus is fundamental to sustainable development. 
 
 The European Commission’s recent Green Discussion is the result of a three-
year process that included basic research and multi-stakeholder consultations. 
 
 A key element of the EU’s IPP strategy proposed in the Green Discussion is to 
promote a gradual improvement in the consumer protection performance of products 
throughout their life-cycle using market forces. Examples of possible actions include. 
 
- Making use of taxes and subsidies that help to “get the price right”, to 
internalize external costs. This may include more rigorous application of the 
polluter pays principle (including producer responsibility) and preferential 
treatment in regard to taxation and state aid for greener products. The strategy 
explicitly favors “reduced VAT rates on products carrying the European eco-
label”; 
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- Stimulating market demand by education consumers on green products, 
developing labeling programs (e.g., for 3rd party verification of product labels) 
and increasing green procurement in the public and private sectors; and  
 
- Enhancing the supply of green products through eco-design programs, the 
development of standards for consumer protection design, developing life-
cycle tools for small and medium-sized enterprises and promoting research 
and development on consumer protection friendly products and services. 
 
 In their initial background work on IPP, Ernst and Young and the Science and 
Policy Research Unit (SPRU) at the University of Sussex in the UK, identified a 
number of challenges to implementation IPP. The most significant challenge is that 
products are a somewhat unfamiliar focal point for policy makers and they are 
complex. 
 
 Currently, there is a fairly inconsistent application of IPP in Member States of 
the EU. A follow-up analysis prepared by Ernst and Young prior to the release of the 
Green Discussion found: 
 
- The majority of Member States are not yet active in this field at all and there 
are widespread gaps in knowledge about the potential benefits of pursuing 
IPP; 
 
- National policy rationales for IPP are inconsistent among Member States 
where they exist, and most do not address challenges in developing IPP; 
 
- There was a reasonable consensus among Member States that the key 
principles that underpin IPP “are market-facing, life-cycle based and 
integrated”; 
 
- There is limited insight into the effects of previous product-focused measures 
on which to base projection; 
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- EU’s thinking on IPP is viewed by non-EU countries as being more developed 
than their own; 
 
- Many Member States are keen for the Commission to take a lead role in 
encouraging IPP and ensuring that it is applied consistently across the 
Community. 
 
 There will be significant challenges in implementing an IPP strategy I the EU. 
According to the first IPP report, these challenges include: managing the transition 
from relatively simple facility/substance approaches to complex product orientation; 
the lack of awareness and understanding of products as consumer protection policy 
targets and the global scope of product systems and consumer protection impacts. 
There are also many stakeholders involved in the product chain, and products are 
much more diverse than companies or facilities. A final challenge is that this is a new 
role for government, with new objectives, and new policy instruments.  
 
5.4.B Statistical evaluation of the segment 
 
5.4.B Consumer protection 
a) Does your company always bring demand supply gap right in time? 
b) Does your company ensure right to safety with respect to  
a) Physical safety? 
b) Safety and quality of consumer goods and services? 
c) Food water and pharmaceuticals? 
c) Does your company provide right to information? 
d) Does your company provide right to choice in market place? 
e) Does your company ensure right to be heard? 
f) Does your company provide right to obtain redress? 
g) Does your company respect the right to consumer education? 
h) Does your company promote sustainable consumption? 
i) Does your company respect right to privacy? 
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During the discussions with the managers it became clear that the whole 
society is in turn group of consumer by itself. The companies being leaders in their 
fields have shown enthusiasm in responding positively to the group of statements it 
was clear after responses were received that consumers are on the top priority for the 
group of nifty and non nifty managers and companies. However one interesting 
finding about this segment is that for almost all the companies the consumer 
protection is the part of their marketing endeavors than social responsibility. It was 
further observed that for those companies whose parent companies are multinational 
have brought some social responsibility concepts from developed countries in to 
India. Many companies do agreed that they have spread heavy amounts on marketing 
research activities to satisfy and delight consumers on the large state basis many 
companies also agreed that they have embared on consumed education and right to 
information programes and most of such activities are done via NGO in the 
appropriate areas. 
 
The statistical evaluation further envisages that the response pattern generated 
shows the top rank for the groups in the order 5.4.B.g, 5.4.B.4 and 5.4.B.g, 5.4.B.9 
and 5.4.B.l, 5.4.B.e and 5.4.B.e, 5.4.B.q and 5.4.B.e, 5.4.B.9 and 5.4.B.e and 5.4.B.1 
and 5.4.B.e. These ranks are based on the mean scores and mean scores do range 
between 3.2 to 3.8, which shows that high degree of effects on the part of companies. 
However different groups have given different opinions. The basic reason being that 
they don’t come across the consumer interaction very often and they are more on the 
policy formulation side that implementation side. 
 
The t test results of the data presented in the tables from 5.1.4.2 to 5.1.4.7 in 
chronological order are 0.40, 0.86, 0.57, 0.83, 0.07 and 1.27 which shows that there is 
no significant difference in the thoughts of different groups falling in management 
hierarchy and the corporate ownership. The critical value being 2.228 for 10 degree of 
freedom the null hypothesis is selected for all the tables. 
 
The tabular presentation of the data is from the next page. 
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5.4.B.1 Social aspects - Consumer protection By All Managers. 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Does your company always bridge demand supply gap right in time? 3.41 4 1.34 
b) Does your company ensure right to safety with respect to    
 (a) Physical safety? 3.27 7 1.41 
 (b) Safety and quality of consumer goods & services? 3.06 11 1.38 
 (c) Food water & pharmaceuticals? 3.20 9 1.40 
c) Does your company provide the right to information 3.23 8 1.39 
d) Does your company provide right to choice in the market place? 3.08 10 1.35 
e) Does your company ensure right to be heard? 3.55 3 1.38 
f) Does your company provide right to obtain redress? 3.34 5 1.44 
g) Does your company respect the right to consumer education? 3.59 1 1.31 
h) Does your company promote sustainable consumption? 3.56 2 1.36 
i) Does your company respect the right to privacy?  3.34 5 1.37 
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5.4.B.2Social aspects - Consumer protection By All Top managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company always bridge demand supply gap right in time? 3.45 3 1.41 3.36 5 1.29 0.09 
b) Does your company ensure right to safety with respect to        
 (a) Physical safety? 3.39 6 1.41 3.15 7 1.42 0.24 
 (b) Safety and quality of consumer goods & services? 3.03 11 1.40 3.09 9 1.38 0.06 
 (c) Food water & pharmaceuticals? 3.26 8 1.44 3.15 7 1.39 0.11 
c) Does your company provide the right to information 3.45 3 1.34 3.03 11 1.42 0.42 
d) Does your company provide right to choice in the market place? 3.06 10 1.36 3.09 9 1.35 0.03 
e) Does your company ensure right to be heard? 3.45 3 1.43 3.64 1 1.34 0.18 
f) Does your company provide right to obtain redress? 3.19 9 1.45 3.48 4 1.44 0.29 
g) Does your company respect the right to consumer education? 3.55 2 1.31 3.64 1 1.32 0.09 
h) Does your company promote sustainable consumption? 3.58 1 1.34 3.55 3 1.39 0.04 
i) Does your company respect the right to privacy?  3.35 7 1.36 3.33 6 1.41 0.02 
 
352 
 
 
5.4.B.3 Social aspects - Consumer protection By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company always bridge demand supply gap right in time? 3.80 1 1.32 3.47 2 1.28 0.33 
b) Does your company ensure right to safety with respect to        
 (a) Physical safety? 3.47 3 1.41 3.12 8 1.36 0.35 
 (b) Safety and quality of consumer goods & services? 3.00 10 1.41 3.29 6 1.40 0.29 
 (c) Food water & pharmaceuticals? 3.40 5 1.40 3.00 10 1.41 0.40 
c) Does your company provide the right to information 3.47 3 1.30 2.82 11 1.51 0.64 
d) Does your company provide right to choice in the market place? 3.00 10 1.41 3.06 9 1.43 0.06 
e) Does your company ensure right to be heard? 3.07 9 1.49 3.41 4 1.37 0.35 
f) Does your company provide right to obtain redress? 3.27 8 1.49 3.29 6 1.53 0.03 
g) Does your company respect the right to consumer education? 3.40 5 1.40 3.47 2 1.42 0.07 
h) Does your company promote sustainable consumption? 3.53 2 1.36 3.35 5 1.41 0.18 
i) Does your company respect the right to privacy?  3.33 7 1.35 3.53 1 1.37 0.20 
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5.4.B.4 Social aspects - Consumer protection By Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company always bridge demand supply gap right in time? 3.13 7 1.45 3.25 6 1.34 1.05 
b) Does your company ensure right to safety with respect to          
 (a) Physical safety? 3.31 6 1.45 3.19 8 1.52 0.09 
 (b) Safety and quality of consumer goods & services? 3.06 11 1.44 2.88 11 1.36 0.96 
 (c) Food water & pharmaceuticals? 3.13 7 1.50 3.31 5 1.40 0.19 
c) Does your company provide the right to information 3.44 4 1.41 3.25 6 1.34 0.14 
d) Does your company provide right to choice in the market place? 3.13 7 1.36 3.13 9 1.31 0.85 
e) Does your company ensure right to be heard? 3.81 1 1.33 3.88 1 1.31 1.33 
f) Does your company provide right to obtain redress? 3.13 7 1.45 3.69 4 1.35 0.41 
g) Does your company respect the right to consumer education? 3.69 2 1.25 3.81 2 1.22 1.72 
h) Does your company promote sustainable consumption? 3.63 3 1.36 3.75 3 1.39 1.56 
i) Does your company respect the right to privacy?  3.38 5 1.41 3.13 9 1.45 0.28 
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5.4.B.5 Social aspects - Consumer protection By All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company always bridge demand supply gap right in time? 3.63 1 1.29 3.19 9 1.38 0.44 
b) Does your company ensure right to safety with respect to        
 (a) Physical safety? 3.28 5 1.37 3.25 6 1.46 0.03 
 (b) Safety and quality of consumer goods & services? 3.16 9 1.39 2.97 11 1.38 0.19 
 (c) Food water & pharmaceuticals? 3.19 8 1.40 3.22 8 1.43 0.03 
c) Does your company provide the right to information 3.13 10 1.43 3.34 5 1.36 0.22 
d) Does your company provide right to choice in the market place? 3.03 11 1.40 3.13 10 1.31 0.09 
e) Does your company ensure right to be heard? 3.25 7 1.41 3.84 1 1.30 0.59 
f) Does your company provide right to obtain redress? 3.28 5 1.49 3.41 4 1.41 0.13 
g) Does your company respect the right to consumer education? 3.44 2 1.39 3.75 2 1.22 0.31 
h) Does your company promote sustainable consumption? 3.44 2 1.37 3.69 3 1.35 0.25 
i) Does your company respect the right to privacy?  3.44 2 1.34 3.25 6 1.41 0.19 
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5.4.B.6 Social aspects - Consumer protection By Top Nifty managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company always bridge demand supply gap right in time? 3.80 1 1.32 3.13 7 1.45 0.68 
b) Does your company ensure right to safety with respect to        
 (a) Physical safety? 3.47 3 1.41 3.31 6 1.45 0.15 
 (b) Safety and quality of consumer goods & services? 3.00 10 1.41 3.06 11 1.44 0.06 
 (c) Food water & pharmaceuticals? 3.40 5 1.40 3.13 7 1.50 0.28 
c) Does your company provide the right to information 3.47 3 1.30 3.44 4 1.41 0.03 
d) Does your company provide right to choice in the market place? 3.00 10 1.41 3.13 7 1.36 0.13 
e) Does your company ensure right to be heard? 3.07 9 1.49 3.81 1 1.33 0.75 
f) Does your company provide right to obtain redress? 3.27 8 1.49 3.13 7 1.45 0.14 
g) Does your company respect the right to consumer education? 3.40 5 1.40 3.69 2 1.25 0.29 
h) Does your company promote sustainable consumption? 3.53 2 1.36 3.63 3 1.36 0.09 
i) Does your company respect the right to privacy?  3.33 7 1.35 3.38 5 1.41 0.04 
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5.4.B.7 Social aspects - Consumer protection By Middle Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company always bridge demand supply gap right in time? 3.47 2 1.28 3.25 6 1.34 0.22 
b) Does your company ensure right to safety with respect to        
 (a) Physical safety? 3.12 8 1.36 3.19 8 1.52 0.07 
 (b) Safety and quality of consumer goods & services? 3.29 6 1.40 2.88 11 1.36 0.42 
 (c) Food water & pharmaceuticals? 3.00 10 1.41 3.31 5 1.40 0.31 
c) Does your company provide the right to information 2.82 11 1.51 3.25 6 1.34 0.43 
d) Does your company provide right to choice in the market place? 3.06 9 1.43 3.13 9 1.31 0.07 
e) Does your company ensure right to be heard? 3.41 4 1.37 3.88 1 1.31 0.46 
f) Does your company provide right to obtain redress? 3.29 6 1.53 3.69 4 1.35 0.39 
g) Does your company respect the right to consumer education? 3.47 2 1.42 3.81 2 1.22 0.34 
h) Does your company promote sustainable consumption? 3.35 5 1.41 3.75 3 1.39 0.40 
i) Does your company respect the right to privacy?  3.53 1 1.37 3.13 9 1.45 0.40 
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5.4.B.8 Social aspects - Consumer protection By T- tests statistics for table 5.4.B.1 to 5.4.B.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.02 0.19 0.58 H. D. P. R. 0.64 0.40 2.228 H0 Accept 10 0.70 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.08 0.32 0.09 L. D. P. R. 0.79 0.86 2.228 H0 Accept 10 0.40 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
0.04 0.90 0.28 L. D. P. R. 0.39 0.57 2.228 H0 Accept 10 0.58 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.07 0.28 0.29 L. D. P. R. 0.37 0.83 2.228 H0 Accept 10 0.42 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.01 0.35 0.04 L. D. P. R. 0.90 0.07 2.228 H0 Accept 10 0.94 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.12 0.34 0.33 L. D. P. R. 0.32 1.27 2.228 H0 Accept 10 0.23 
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CHAPTER 6 - AN EVALUATION OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECT OF SOCIAL 
RESPONSIBILITY PRACTICES 
 
6.A Conceptual Understanding and Evaluation - Environmental practice 
Introduction 
 The natural environment and the corporate manufacturing function are 
becoming inextricably linked. Profitability, productivity and environmental 
consciousness are increasingly viewed as integral goals of manufacturing 
organizations. The balancing of economic, environmental and social issues, i.e. 
sustainability, has received significant attention and caused additional pressures – 
competitive, regulatory or otherwise – on industrial manufacturers throughout the 
world. 
 
Organizational environmental sustainability has been the mantra of many 
management theorists and forward thinking practitioners throughout the early portions 
of the 1990s and continues today. It is unlikely that this shift in thought and 
philosophy will return to the classical economic perspective of the firm as a single-
minded profit seeking entity. As progress continues and industrial society continues to 
mature, the pressures that have been felt for an increased focus on the natural 
environment will not cease. Recent surveys of 1000 US manufacturers by Industry 
Week (Miller, 1998), found that 90% have environmental strategies and 80% believe 
they have environment friendly operations mechanisms. These initial efforts are only 
beginning to be introduced into organizational and manufacturing strategy. A number 
of issues are still facing organizations that seek to be environmentally conscious 
and/or benign. These environmental issues include global, regional, and local 
perspectives. 
 
 The role of the manufacturing firm with respect to environmental practice and 
strategies has evolved over time. In the early 1970s organizations were under a 
command-and-control mentality that required them to comply with regulations and 
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legislation. More recently, firms and government agencies, in the US and 
internationally, have sought a compromise situation that could best be termed 
collaborative. Regulatory pressures still exist, but organizations have taken on a more 
enlightened and strategic viewpoint that there may exist competitive advantages from 
appropriate environmental strategies (Hoffman, 2001.)  Some of these advantages 
may arise from reactive measures, such as responses to regulatory policy (Van der 
Linde and Porter, 1995). These advantages may also arise from such more proactive 
measures as green marketing, technology development reduction in wastes, and 
product stewardship. These win/win situations (where improved environmental and 
financial performance of organizations positively correlate) many times do exist. Yet, 
like any other policies, strategies or programs, risk is involved and sometimes the 
win/win situations may not arise (Walley and Whitehead, 1994.) the manufacturing 
function will be central and critical to an organization’s role in the eccentric 
(Shrivastava, 1995), eco-efficient (Schmidheiny, 1992), and/or eco-effective 
(McDonough & Braungart, 1998) organization of the next industrial revolution. 
 
 In this chapter we shall provide an overview of the evolving environmental 
programs, initiatives, and research that have been introduced and still grow from the 
perspective of the manufacturing and operations functions. It will become clear that 
the environmental initiatives and programs within organizations that affect the 
manufacturing function may not be easily isolated. 
 
Summarizing the Issues 
There are currently a profusion of issues and topics that have been 
encountered in the field of corporate environmental management. It provides an 
overview of the various dimensions of corporate environmental management. We 
shall begin with discussions on various strategic issues and relationships between the 
environment and organizational strategies, and their influences on the manufacturing 
function’s strategy. Manufacturing operations and environmental issues are the next 
elements to be presented. These areas will include research and design of products 
and processes, as well as traditional “value” chain operations such as procurement, 
manufacturing (fabrication and assembly) and logistics function. This section focuses 
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on three major areas of manufacturing strategy, defined as products, processes and 
practices. Included within this level of analysis are the planning and control 
mechanisms and measurement systems of the manufacturing functional finally, a 
discussion of “support” functions and how they relate to environmental issues facing 
the manufacturing function will be presented. 
 
 Effecting the manufacturing organization are various external natural 
environmental pressures. Some of these are shown in the upper ovals in fig.1. The 
lower ovals are various practices that are available to organizations to enable them to 
become more environmentally sound. In the discussion, it will become evident that 
there is much overlap in their influence on the organization. 
 
 Some review of relating manufacturing, operations and environmental 
management has been broadly presented in the literature (see Gupta, 1995, Newman 
and Hanna, 1996, and Sarkis, 2001, Winn and Angell, 2000). We shall now begin 
with a discussion on general organizational and manufacturing strategy relationship 
with the natural environment. 
 
Organizational Strategy and The Environment 
There has been significant progress recently in the development of 
management and organization theory as it applies to the natural environment. These 
developments include literature related to business and society research, where the 
specific social dimension is the natural environment. A major portion of the 
philosophical content of these concepts includes “stakeholder” theory, which 
incorporates environmental concerns as part of stakeholder concerns (Starik, 1995); 
natural recourses based view (Hart, 1995) and eccentric management (Shrivastava, 
1995). These theories help to explain and guide the organization’s practice with 
relation to the natural environment. There is a clear linkage between impacts on 
organizational development and strategy and impact on manufacturing strategy. 
 
 Practitioners have also realized that the natural environment needs to be 
integrated with organizational strategy. Many organizations have developed and 
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implemented environmental mission statements. In addition, financial reporting has 
grown to include yearly environmental reports. From a more general perspective, one 
of the profound environmental issues that will be facing organizations with direct 
manufacturing and operations implications is the theory of industrial ecology and 
industrial ecosystems (Graedel and Allenby, 2002). Lowe (1993) defines industrial 
ecology as, “a systematic organizing framwork for the many facets of environmental 
management. It views the industrial world as a natural system – a part of the local 
ecosystems and the global biosphere. Industrial ecology offers a fundamental 
understanding of the value of modeling the industrial system on ecosystems to 
achieve sustainable environmental performance.” Industrial ecology (ecosystems) has 
been described on their levels (Jelinski, et. Al, 1992). The first is a linear materials 
flow system where unlimited energy material flows into a system and then flows 
directly out. The second level ecosystem is a quasi-cyclic materials flow ecosystem. 
The quasi-cyclic materials flow ecosystem has energy and “limited” resources input 
that is transformed by ecosystem components with limited waste flow output. The 
third level system has energy input with ecosystem components linked together and 
no waste outflows. The third level ecosystem is an idealistic level of attainment that is 
sustainable as long as energy flows into the system. 
 
 A number of additional organization level business practices have become 
more popular and will put more pressure on the manufacturing function. These 
practices include: 
 
• Putting an operating executive in charge of Environmental Health and Safety 
(EH&S); 
• Providing high-level reporting for the environmental function having direct 
influence to the board of directors; 
• Making EH&S a line-management responsibility; 
• Tying compensation to environmental performance; 
• Measuring environmental costs and benefits;  
• Publishing an environmental-performance report; 
• Seeking other opportunities to turn the environment into business value; 
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• Sharing environmental technologies with other organizations; and 
• Strong commitment of all levels of management.  
 
Manufacturing Strategy and the Environment 
The discussion on general manufacturing strategy considers both product and 
process categories. The perspective will be more general than the traditional 
volume/variety matrix and production process comparisons (Hayes and Wheelwright, 
1979). In addition, a “practices” section is included to incorporate some of the more 
organizational and philosophical elements of manufacturing strategy. Within these 
categories a “technological” dimension is integrated with manufacturing strategy, 
since manufacturing is a function that is very technology driven. Initially, some issues 
related to technology, manufacturing and the environment are presented. 
 
Technological Influences and the relationship to Manufacturing Strategy 
Process Manufacturing process developments from an environmental perspective can 
be linked to issues of reduction, reuse, recycling and remanufacturing. Reduction 
from a process perspective will require integration of ideas for waste minimization. 
Reduction is easy to introduce for organizations that have strategic quality initiatives. 
Total Quality Management (TQM) necessarily overlaps and encompasses many 
environmental initiatives of organizations. The ultimate goal of zero defects fits well 
with the concepts of zero emissions for organizations. Continuous improvement, a 
major tenet of TQM efforts, has also been integrated with environmentally conscious 
business practices. In fact, ISO 14000 standards have as a foundation, the Plan, Do, 
Check, Act (PDCA) stages of deming’s continuous improvement cycle. By reducing 
wastes, efficiencies tend to increase and win/win situations are more prevalent. The 
difficulties arise when the benefits of efforts to reduce wastes are not outweighed by 
the costs of developing, planning and implementing these reduction efforts. 
 
 Recycling, remanufacturing, and reuse, are all differing levels of the general 
term, recycling. Recycling practices are not only issues that have to focus on internal 
process capabilities but on external processes may require significant investment 
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technology. Yet some companies have flourished with the implementation of newer 
closed-loop type process technologies. 
 
 Closed-loop or “zero-pollution” manufacturing’s goal is to reuse any wastes or 
by-products within the manufacturing system, a micro industrial ecosystem. The 
success of a closed- loop manufacturing system requires both prevention (e.g. 
substitution) and reuse capabilities (Lohse, et al., 2003). This was evident at Hyde 
Manufacturing company (a small manufacturing enterprise located in Southbridge, 
Massachusetts) where substitutes were found for two major hazardous chemicals. A 
fluid management program that reuse coolants, stands an example of how they 
maintained a closed-loop manufacturing system (Hasek, 1997). Another example of 
closed-loop manufacturing is the Ciba-Giegy dyestuffs in Indonesia (Leake & kainz, 
1994). The decision, in this example, was whether to build a dye treatment facility 
that costs more than the manufacturing plant or to reuse the rinse water. It was 
decided to reuse the rinse water; the amount of dye in the rinse water, alone, helped to 
pay off the cost of the environmental improvements within 2 years. 
 
 Waste water closed-loop production processes are being increasingly adopted 
by industry, primarily due to the ease of incorporating such systems and their accrued 
benefits. For example, Kennedy Die Casting in Worcester, Massachusetts has three 
separate closed-loop waste water systems. Each is unique to its manufacturing 
centers, depending on the level of contamination and the use of water. One process 
includes a simple heat capturing and cooling water closed loop system. In this system, 
the water has no direct contact with the material or solvents. 
 
 Remanufacturing and reuse require some refurbishing and disassembly 
process capabilities. Processing equipment that is capable of cleaning and maintaining 
products is one of the first requirements. Disassembling products is also necessary for 
recycling materials that arrive from the after-market of these products. Currently, 
most disassembling technology and capabilities focusing on the processing of 
materials and products, is relatively manual. The development of automated systems 
will become necessary as these markets and pressures on remanufacturing, recycling 
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and reuse increase. Flexibility of equipment to do both manufacturing and 
remanufacturing is a technological goal that still has not been fully realized. 
 
Product 
Product strategy within a manufacturing function is most closely associated 
with Design for the Environment (DfE) and Life-Cycle Analysis (LCA) issues. 
Product and materials flexibility will be necessary for both product development and 
materials substitution. This capability should be adopted not only for environmental 
reason, but competitive reasons as well, as product life cycle will continue to decrease 
and product customization increases. 
 
 DFE and LCA influence an organization’s “product” stewardship philosophy. 
Product stewardship is the minimization of the product’s harmful effects on the 
environment in every stage of its product life cycle, from design and development to 
manufacturing, distribution, use and disposal (Hickle and Stitzhal, 2003). This 
concept is one of the foundational elements of the Chemical Industry’s Responsible 
Care program (Walsh, 1998) and the WEEE (Waste Electric and Electronic 
Equipment) directive in Europe. Product stewardship will also take significant 
internal cooperation since it covers a tremendous range of functions across a 
company.  This philosophy has an implication for further integration of manufacturing 
with other functions and organizations. This concept also implies that the designers, 
and those central to its development from a supply chain perspective, are responsible 
for the product and its materials over the life of the product. 
 
 Designing for disassembly (DFD) will also prove to be necessary for 
sustainable products. The main principles of DFE – use fewer parts and fewer 
materials, use snap-fits instead of screws – have a variety of implications for 
manufacturing.  
 
These implications may include simpler manufacturing steps and less costly 
products, which fit in with such efficiency programs as concurrent engineering and 
total quality management. The clear influences of product strategy will be related to 
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the design and development of the products. Marketing and engineering function 
interactions with manufacturing will include these environmental considerations, for 
new and used products and materials. Tools for design for environment and 
disassembly rely on concurrent engineering and, design for assembly and 
manufacturability principles (Handfield, et al., 2001). 
 
 Another critical environmental factor in product development is not 
necessarily the product itself, but its packaging. A number of countries, especially 
European ones, have made packaging take-back a primary concern in the 
minimization of wastes. Thus, the design of any product needs to evaluate the most 
benign packaging for that product. More refinement of DFE, DFD and LCA tools will 
required, especially in the development of algorithms, inventories of materials, and 
their environmental tradeoffs. 
 
Practice 
“Hard” and more tangible technologies and strategy (e.g. product and process 
need to be supported by organizational mechanisms. This is where “practice” strategy 
can play a role. Practice has more to do with “engineering”) the organization and 
enterprise, through policies, organizational structure and design, as well as managerial 
decision-making. From a policy perspective, the expertise and knowledge of the 
organization relied on manufacturing personnel to realize and “buy-in ” to the idea of 
evaluating products and processes based on environmental characteristics. For 
example, in a demanufacturing plant, workers were trained and made aware, within a 
manual sortation process, of the importance of identifying and taking care of 
hazardous materials. The importance and awareness of hazardous by-products is 
crucial for minimization of liability, risks, and costs for that particular organization.  
 
 Similar to TQM initiatives where empowerment makes everyone responsible 
for equality in a manufacturing setting, organizations need to mature environmental 
responsibilities to level of pervasiveness. Integrating environmental management 
knowledge into every day workforce practice will require similar efforts as diffusing 
equality management responsibility. This is the role of Total Quality Environmental 
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Management (TQEM). TQEM has become increasingly used in pollution prevention 
and other environmental management strategies (Pojasek, 2000; Sarkis, 1998). 
 
 Another “practices” dimension that will strategically impact the manufacturing 
function is evolving benchmarking and performance measurement schemes. These 
new schemes will aid production managers in developing and maintaining new 
environmental programs and technology. Resources targeted to environmental 
benchmarking are in development. Currently, there exists a government supported 
environmental management benchmarking databases and study that help many 
organizations gather information on best environmental manufacturing practices 
(Department of the Navy, 1997). 
 
 Another environmentally based influence of concern to organizational 
manufacturing practices is ISO 14000 certification. ISO 14000 certification (or any 
other technology, program, etc.), alone, does not guarantee a successful 
environmentally benign system. It must be used in support of additional organization 
practices. In one study of three organizations, Kitazawa and Sarkis (1998), found that 
environmental management systems (two of which were ISO 14000 certified) to be 
successful at waste minimization and source reduction, required significant employee 
support. That is, along with environmental management systems, employee practices, 
training, support, was necessary for successful implementation of source reduction 
programs. 
 
 Just-In-Time (JIT) manufacturing practices will also have implications for 
environmental management and sustainability within organizations. Many aspects of 
JIT are environmentally sound. For example, a major tenet of JIT and TQM is the 
minimization of waste (reduction and prevention) (Klassen, 2000). But, there are also 
some concerns with JIT that may be detrimental to environmental goals. For example, 
smaller lot sizes may require additional movements and energy, not only on the shop 
floor, but also among organizations (Rothenberg, et al., 2001). The trade-offs of 
transportation energy versus waste minimization may not be easily definable or clear-
cut. Evaluating these trade-offs are a concern when developing and implementing JIT 
Programs. 
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Other Manufacturing Strategy Related Issues 
Control and Measurement Systems 
Control and measurement systems in the manufacturing function are related to 
information and accounting functions, further discussion within these functions 
appears below. In this section a review of control and measurement issues internal to 
the manufacturing function are briefly presented. 
 
 One of the central production control systems in a manufacturing setting is 
manufacturing resources planning and requirements planning systems (MRPII, MRP). 
These systems will require integration of a number of environmental characteristics, 
especially in a remanufacturing environment. The research, and practice, in this area 
has been quite limited (Guide, et. Al, 1996). One such issue is the integration of 
reverse bills of material that will aid in managing inventory disassembly of products. 
The planning and forecasting for material flows into a system will also be an issue. 
The diversity of “suppliers” in this type of environment is greater since it is heavily 
dependent on the variety of customers. Another reason for the uncertainly is due to 
the immature reverse logistics channels inmost manufacturing industries. Completing 
master scheduling plans for materials that organizations have little control over is also 
a concern (Guide, et. Al, 1996). 
 
 At the execution level of control systems, algorithms are also currently in 
development by researchers. For example, there are models for scheduling of returned 
or remanufacturable products (Guide, Kraus & Srivastava, 1997) and disassembly 
process planning (Moore, Gungor, & Gupta, 1998) to name a few. There is significant 
opportunity for refinement and advancement in this area to make environmentally 
conscious manufacturing control practical, efficient, and cost effective. 
 
Location and Facility Decisions 
Location and expansion decisions for manufacturing facilities are also 
impacted by environmental issues. The location/expansion of plants may be limited 
by the permitting process, which only allows facilities’ waste generation capacity 
(into air, water) up to a certain level. For example, expansion decisions were almost 
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halted at the Proctor and Gamble plant in Oxnard, California due to an inability to 
meet its permitted air pollution credits (Dretler, 1997). 
 
 Facility development has to take into consideration new developments, 
practices and technology. For example, for the design of a new facility in a 
developing country, Intel corporation designers considered possible improvements in 
chemical, water, and energy use of possible future technology. Flexible facility design 
is critical to the cradle-to-grave mentality of product stewardship (Dutton, 1998). 
 
Customer and Supplier Relationships 
Manufacturing process inputs and outputs play a role in how effectively 
manufacturing can become green. Managing these inputs and outputs are central to 
supply chain management (EPA, 2000). The supply chain, of which manufacturing is 
the central component, for an organization includes relationships with other 
organizations, primarily as suppliers or customers. Closing the “external” loop with 
manufacturing will require the efforts of the partners. The manufacturing 
organizations will be heavily reliant on customers as suppliers of used materials and 
products. These practices cover a broad set of industries from ceramics and abrasives 
where Norton Company has a program to recycle grinding wheel stubs, to electronic 
equipment such as computers and copiers, such as Xerox and Hewlett Packard.  
 In addition, customer-supplier relationships will involve joint projects and 
designs of processes and products, requiring participation with internal design teams 
from both these groups. Sharing and integrating environmental ideas and concerns 
organizational boundaries will greatly enhance the abilities of the manufacturing 
function to remain green. 
 
 Numerous examples appear in which multiple multi-organizational 
relationship benefit from environmentally conscious partnerships. For example, 
DuPont has developed a partnership with Ford Motor in which DuPont’s payments 
are based on the number of cars that are painted. This creates an incentive for the two 
companies to use paint as efficiently as possible (Denton, 1998). 
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Interventional Relationship 
Interventional relationships with manufacturing are now described, especially 
those relationships that will influence corporate environmental issues. Included in this 
set of organizational functions are Marketing, Accounting/Finance, Human Resources 
and Information Systems. Engineering is another function, which could be viewed as 
separate from manufacturing. 
 
Marketing, Manufacturing and the Environment 
Green marketing will be greatly influenced by the manufacturing capabilities 
of most organizations. Organizations will make appeals to green consumers 
concerning the environmental soundness of their products. This green marketing will 
include process capabilities and product characteristics. One example of this in Rank 
Xerox (Van Thiel, 1994). 
 
 Another dimension of marketing and services associated with 
demanufacturing and disassembly from a marketing (and profitability) perspective is 
evidence by Digital’s (now Compaq) materials recovery facilities (Sarkis et. Al, 
1998). These facilities began as cost centers to help defuse and help manage the costs 
associated with the end of life for Digital electronic equipment. Eventually, marketing 
viewed this as another capability of the “services” that can be offered by Digital. To 
effectively be marketed as a green company, an image is not enough; “practicing what 
you preach” is critical (Ottman & Terry, 1998). Environmentally conscious 
manufacturing is central to the practice. 
 
Accounting, Finance, Manufacturing and the Environment 
Accounting and finance’s major relationships to manufacturing include cost 
management, performance measurement, and capital budgeting. Each of these areas 
will necessarily have to be adjusted to include environmental concerns and impacts 
within the manufacturing function. Manufacturing practices will change when 
environmental influences (whether proactive or reactive) put more pressure on the 
function. Accounting and finance practices need to be willing to change. 
 
 373 
 Costing products and activities within the manufacturing function is already a 
tricky proposition with the debate focusing on traditional versus activity based costing 
approaches. Categorizing and estimating costs based on environmental factors will 
make the problem more complex. For example, in product costing, the reactive cost 
(from regulatory pressures and liability) are very difficult to charge to a product due 
to their uncertainty and lack of tractability to products and/or processes (if ABC is the 
cost accounting approach to be implemented). 
 
 Tracking systems for environmental wasters and toxicities of wastes from 
manufacturing systems would be necessary to provide a more accurate portrayal of 
environmental costs. One such costing system is Polaroid’s Environmental 
Accounting and Reporting System (EARS) (Stark, 1993). Environmental business 
process analysis for reengineering processes has also used ABC (Emblemsvag and 
Bras (2000)). 
 
 From a financial capital budgeting perspective, there exists a need and 
probably a further integration of environmental factors into decisions for project 
selection. Equipment evaluation, and product development. Total Cost Analysis 
(TCA) (White, 1995) has been proposed as an approach to more accurately introduce 
environmental factors (many of which are very uncertain and intangible) into the 
capital budgeting decision process. White (1995) shows the uncertain impact of not 
considering environmental costs into traditional financial analysis tools such as net 
present value and payback. Yet, the use of traditional evaluation techniques  may not 
be enough. Environmental factors are not only intangible, and uncertain, but are 
necessarily strategic (Epstein and Roy, 1997). The development of these tools (much 
less the actual application) has not been very pervasive. Presley and Sarkis (1994) 
have attempted to further the analysis by incorporating factors such as the above-
mentioned costs for justification environmentally conscious design and manufacturing 
projects. The integration of standard financial analysis tools with more advanced 
multi-attribute decision tools is an approach that has been put forth by a number of 
researchers (see Sarkis, 1998). The increasing complexity of these types of analyses 
still makes it difficult to actually apply in manufacturing organizations. Integrating 
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environmental factors and the necessary organizational infrastructure to acquire this 
information is also in its infancy, especially in the design process.  
 
Human Resources, Manufacturing and the Environment 
Total quality initiatives, source reduction, introduction of new technologies 
are all part of integrating and improving the eco-efficiency of organizations. 
Sometimes one of the more overlooked resources in this process is the role of human 
resources in this effort. The success or failure of these programs and initiatives begins 
with upper management. The implementation and execution progress rests with the 
lower level employees of the organization. Training and expertise for evaluating 
environmental issues within a manufacturing plant are difficult. Similar in context to 
quality, the roles of shop floor personnel do not include responsibility for the 
measurement and management of environmental issues. The environmental 
management of organizational processes and practices has traditionally been relegated 
to specialized staff personnel, with technical skills required to manage these activities. 
Empowerment, within the environmental management context, implies that workers 
will have to become more capable at evaluating the environmental ramifications of 
their equipment’s operations. 
 
 Tools and training programs need to be developed. They need to incorporate 
much of the skills of these corporate environmental experts into the knowledge set of 
employees. The issue of environmental performance measurement of employees 
isanother concern. To motivate employees in the appropriate way, performance 
evaluations need to be designed such that individual and group incentives are easily 
traced to environmentally conscious practices. The desegregation of facility 
performance systems to individuals will be very difficult, but cues may be taken from 
TQM programs in these situations. 
 
Manufacturing Information Systems 
Information systems permeate every function within the organizations. It is 
expected that enterprise wide systems will be commonplace. Accounting systems 
need to incorporate environmental factors so that accurate costing of products and 
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costs can be properly allocated across systems and products. From a control 
perspective traditional manufacturing control system (e.g. MRP and ERP) will require 
adaptation.  
 
 An important environmental management factor for consideration is that 
information systems will be required to trace and help in the planning and control of 
mass balances of environmentally sensitive products. This tracing may be required for 
either regulatory or competitive reasons. These systems will also be critical from a 
life-cycle analysis situation where information on process inputs and outputs will be 
needed to make more accurate evaluations of product/material environmental impacts. 
 
 ISO 14000 documentation may also need to be maintained. Similar to ISO 
9000 documentation. Manufacturing processes will play a big role in providing and 
maintaining ISO 14000 documentation. Information systems that can link these two 
standard together may be advantageous in saving on organization time and effort for 
auditing and re-auditing procedures. 
 
 Inter-organizational information systems can be used to track products 
throughout their life cycle. 
 
Summary and Conclusion 
The integration of environmental concerns into corporate practice is a business 
phenomenon that has been gaining momentum throughout the past decade. 
Organizations need to be prepared to meet these pressures and even proactively plan 
for their occurrence. Organizations will find that manufacturing function efficiencies 
and management will be central to their environmental soundness. 
 
 Linkage across the production chain from product and process design to 
procurement, production, logistics, will require more complete control systems and 
practices. The integration of environmental programs, measures, and practices, into 
everyday manufacturing operations requires acceptance by management and workers, 
but tools and technology are needed. 
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 A number of common threads do appear throughout this paper and these 
threads have implications for practitioners and researchers. 
 
Practitioner Implications 
• The development and integration of environmental practices is still relatively 
novel to most organizations. Learning and benchmarking these concepts in 
they way others have done would help organizations for successful 
implementation and management;  
• Technology, people and management will be critical to the successful 
development, implementation, and maintenance of corporate sustainability for 
manufacturing organizations;  
• Integration of product, process, practice and information strategies are also 
necessary to provide a strategic means for corporate environmental 
management. 
 
Research and Academic Implications 
• The work in this area is interdisciplinary and cross-functional, the use and 
development of theory from a variety of fields will be necessary to advance 
the body of knowledge; 
• Systems analysis and a systems focus will also be required for various scopes 
and levels of research. 
 
Systems analysis and a systems focus will also be required for various scopes 
and levels of research. 
 
6.B Environmental aspect of social responsibility practices. 
Unlike previous two chapters this chapter consist of only one full segment for 
the evaluation. The reason being that most of the companies either are green 
companies or environmental friendly company many service organizations appearing 
in Nifty and non nifty companies are more of free companies which never contributes 
in polluting environment. However it is expected that all the companies do provide 
conceptual support and financial adjutancy to NGO for environmental cleanliness. 
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While discussing to mangers it became evident that Government is expected to play 
the most crucial role in environment related issues. As discussed in the conceptual 
understanding environment is both local and global issue and now a day positive steps 
are taken on the global level and government they are committing to the emission 
reduction for the country as a whole. Now a days it is also observed that companies 
are paying due attention to the demands of all three i.e. government, NGO’s and the 
stakeholders. Few reputed groups in India are actively contributing to the forestation 
of the land and prevention of the spreading seawater in the agricultural land. It was 
further concluded from the discussion that the focus of 21st century is green and 
environmentally free technology for all classes and it was further observed that 
companies have got special budget for replacing polluting technologies for green 
technologies. 
 
The statistical evaluation of the same is presented over here to have better 
understanding of the whole issue like previous chapters in this chapter too group of 
statements are generated and responses are sought from both Nifty and non nifty 
companies. The question and the statements are as follows. 
 
1) Does your company respect the principle of preventive action? 
2) Does your company support a precautionary approach to environmental challenges? 
3) Does your company rectify environmental damages as a priority at source? 
4) Does your company respect eh principle that polluter bears the environmental cost? 
5) Does your company take necessary steps to promote greater environmental 
responsibility? 
6) Does your company encourage the development and diffusion of environmentally 
friendly technologies? 
7) Does your company contribute to the prevention of bio diversity? 
8) Does your company take necessary step to reduce energy use? 
9) Does your company if necessary limit or alter material use? 
10) Does your company take necessary steps to reduce water use? 
11) Does your company take necessary steps to limit emission? 
12) Does your company reduce water? 
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The data for the same is generated and tabulated in the table no. 6.B.1 to 
6.B.7. Table 6.B.8 represent the t test result for different group comparisons to have 
the over all idea of the response pattern let us have an over looks on the top rank. The 
top rank being 6.10, 6.10 and 6.10, 6.7 and 6.10, 6.10 and 6.6, 6.9 and 6.9, 6.7 and 
6.10 and 6.10 and 6.10. The pattern shows that there is no specific choice for the top 
priority of management on the environmental issues. The same is evident in the 
standard deviation, as it being 1.2 to 1.6 there exist variation in the responses. Over 
here it is further observed that responses generated have greater effect of the activity 
of the company than the policy of nifty and non-nifty company. The reason being that 
there can be heavy difference in the opinion of a green company engaged in service 
operations and the other company in the manufacturing activity. 
 
The t test results calculated shows that for table 6.B.1.3 to 6.B.1.7 the values 
are 1.38, 0.00, 0.53, 0.36, 1.20 and the critical values for the t test at 11 degree of 
freed own is 2.201. Which indicates that null hypothesis for all the cases are accepted 
and we can state that there does not exist significance difference in the thoughts and 
responses of different groups being evaluated in the study. For the table 1.2 the value 
is Nil because there does not have any difference in the standard of the error of the 
groups. 
 
The tabular presentation of the data is from the next page. 
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6.B.1 Environmental aspects of Social responsibility practices By All Managers  
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
1 Does your company respect the principle of preventive action? 3.36 5 1.38 
2 Does your company support a precautionary approach to environmental challenges?  3.09 12 1.44 
3 Does your company rectify environmental damages as a priority at source? 3.20 11 1.42 
4 Does your company respect the principle that the polluter bears the environmental costs?  3.34 7 1.38 
5 Does your company take necessary steps to promote greater environmental responsibility? 3.31 9 1.34 
6 Does your company encourage the development and diffusion of environmentally friendly 
technologies? 
3.69 2 1.33 
7 Does your company contribute to the prevention of bio diversity? 3.55 3 1.44 
8 Does your company take necessary step to reduce energy use? 3.47 4 1.38 
9 Does your company if necessary, limit or alter material use? 3.28 10 1.42 
10 Does your company take necessary steps to reduce water use? 3.83 1 1.25 
11 Does your company take necessary steps to limit emission? 3.33 8 1.47 
12 Does your company reduce water? 3.36 5 1.44 
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6.B.2 Environmental aspects of Social responsibility practices By All Top managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Diffe
rence 
1 Does your company respect the principle of preventive action? 3.23 8 1.43 3.48 6 1.35 0.26 
2 Does your company support a precautionary approach to environmental challenges?  3.16 11 1.49 3.03 12 1.42 0.13 
3 Does your company rectify environmental damages as a priority at source? 3.32 6 1.42 3.09 11 1.42 0.23 
4 Does your company respect the principle that the polluter bears the environmental 
costs?  
3.29 7 1.42 3.39 9 1.37 0.10 
5 Does your company take necessary steps to promote greater environmental 
responsibility? 
3.06 12 1.34 3.55 3 1.33 0.48 
6 Does your company encourage the development and diffusion of environmentally 
friendly technologies? 
3.65 2 1.40 3.73 2 1.28 0.08 
7 Does your company contribute to the prevention of bio diversity? 3.65 2 1.40 3.45 7 1.48 0.19 
8 Does your company take necessary step to reduce energy use? 3.42 4 1.43 3.52 4 1.35 0.10 
9 Does your company if necessary, limit or alter material use? 3.35 5 1.40 3.21 10 1.45 0.14 
10 Does your company take necessary steps to reduce water use? 3.87 1 1.23 3.79 1 1.29 0.08 
11 Does your company take necessary steps to limit emission? 3.23 8 1.50 3.42 8 1.46 0.20 
12 Does your company reduce water? 3.19 10 1.42 3.52 4 1.46 0.32 
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6.B.3 Environmental aspects of Social responsibility practices By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Does your company respect the principle of preventive action? 3.27 8 1.39 3.59 4 1.33 0.32 
2 Does your company support a precautionary approach to environmental challenges?  3.13 10 1.51 3.29 9 1.40 0.16 
3 Does your company rectify environmental damages as a priority at source? 3.53 3 1.41 3.06 11 1.43 0.47 
4 Does your company respect the principle that the polluter bears the environmental 
costs?  
3.20 9 1.47 3.59 4 1.37 0.39 
5 Does your company take necessary steps to promote greater environmental 
responsibility? 
2.87 12 1.41 3.53 6 1.37 0.66 
6 Does your company encourage the development and diffusion of environmentally 
friendly technologies? 
3.53 3 1.46 3.76 2 1.35 0.23 
7 Does your company contribute to the prevention of bio diversity? 3.73 1 1.44 3.53 6 1.46 0.20 
8 Does your company take necessary step to reduce energy use? 3.60 2 1.40 3.47 8 1.42 0.13 
9 Does your company if necessary, limit or alter material use? 3.13 10 1.41 3.06 11 1.43 0.07 
10 Does your company take necessary steps to reduce water use? 3.53 3 1.41 3.88 1 1.27 0.35 
11 Does your company take necessary steps to limit emission? 3.33 6 1.59 3.29 9 1.40 0.04 
12 Does your company reduce water? 3.33 6 1.45 3.65 3 1.41 0.31 
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6.B.4 Environmental aspects of Social responsibility practices By Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Diffe
rence 
1 Does your company respect the principle of preventive action? 3.19 8 1.52 3.38 6 1.41 0.20 
2 Does your company support a precautionary approach to environmental challenges?  3.19 8 1.52 2.75 12 1.44 1.56 
3 Does your company rectify environmental damages as a priority at source? 3.13 10 1.45 3.13 11 1.45 0.47 
4 Does your company respect the principle that the polluter bears the environmental 
costs?  
3.38 5 1.41 3.19 10 1.38 0.21 
5 Does your company take necessary steps to promote greater environmental 
responsibility? 
3.25 6 1.29 3.56 3 1.31 0.03 
6 Does your company encourage the development and diffusion of environmentally 
friendly technologies? 
3.75 2 1.39 3.69 1 1.25 1.63 
7 Does your company contribute to the prevention of bio diversity? 3.56 3 1.41 3.38 6 1.54 0.76 
8 Does your company take necessary step to reduce energy use? 3.25 6 1.48 3.56 3 1.31 0.87 
9 Does your company if necessary, limit or alter material use? 3.56 3 1.41 3.38 6 1.50 0.53 
10 Does your company take necessary steps to reduce water use? 4.19 1 0.98 3.69 1 1.35 1.83 
11 Does your company take necessary steps to limit emission? 3.13 10 1.45 3.56 3 1.55 0.01 
12 Does your company reduce water? 3.06 12 1.44 3.38 6 1.54 0.39 
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6.B.5 Environmental aspects of Social responsibility practices By All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership + AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Diffe
rence 
1 Does your company respect the principle of preventive action? 3.44 6 1.34 3.28 8 1.44 0.16 
2 Does your company support a precautionary approach to environmental challenges?  3.22 10 1.43 2.97 12 1.47 0.25 
3 Does your company rectify environmental damages as a priority at source? 3.28 9 1.42 3.13 11 1.43 0.16 
4 Does your company respect the principle that the polluter bears the environmental costs?  3.41 7 1.41 3.28 8 1.37 0.13 
5 Does your company take necessary steps to promote greater environmental 
responsibility? 
3.22 10 1.41 3.41 5 1.29 0.19 
6 Does your company encourage the development and diffusion of environmentally 
friendly technologies? 
3.66 2 1.38 3.72 2 1.30 0.06 
7 Does your company contribute to the prevention of bio diversity? 3.63 3 1.43 3.47 3 1.46 0.16 
8 Does your company take necessary step to reduce energy use? 3.53 4 1.39 3.41 5 1.39 0.13 
9 Does your company if necessary, limit or alter material use? 3.09 12 1.40 3.47 3 1.44 0.38 
10 Does your company take necessary steps to reduce water use? 3.72 1 1.33 3.94 1 1.19 0.22 
11 Does your company take necessary steps to limit emission? 3.31 8 1.47 3.34 7 1.49 0.03 
12 Does your company reduce water? 3.50 5 1.41 3.22 10 1.48 0.28 
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6.B.6 Environmental aspects of Social responsibility practices By Top Nifty managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Diffe
rence 
1 Does your company respect the principle of preventive action? 3.27 8 1.39 3.19 8 1.52 0.08 
2 Does your company support a precautionary approach to environmental challenges?  3.13 10 1.51 3.19 8 1.52 0.05 
3 Does your company rectify environmental damages as a priority at source? 3.53 3 1.41 3.13 10 1.45 0.41 
4 Does your company respect the principle that the polluter bears the environmental costs?  3.20 9 1.47 3.38 5 1.41 0.18 
5 Does your company take necessary steps to promote greater environmental 
responsibility? 
2.87 12 1.41 3.25 6 1.29 0.38 
6 Does your company encourage the development and diffusion of environmentally 
friendly technologies? 
3.53 3 1.46 3.75 2 1.39 0.22 
7 Does your company contribute to the prevention of bio diversity? 3.73 1 1.44 3.56 3 1.41 0.17 
8 Does your company take necessary step to reduce energy use? 3.60 2 1.40 3.25 6 1.48 0.35 
9 Does your company if necessary, limit or alter material use? 3.13 10 1.41 3.56 3 1.41 0.43 
10 Does your company take necessary steps to reduce water use? 3.53 3 1.41 4.19 1 0.98 0.65 
11 Does your company take necessary steps to limit emission? 3.33 6 1.59 3.13 10 1.45 0.21 
12 Does your company reduce water? 3.33 6 1.45 3.06 12 1.44 0.27 
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6.B.7 Environmental aspects of Social responsibility practices By Middle Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
1 Does your company respect the principle of preventive action? 3.59 4 1.33 3.38 6 1.41 0.21 
2 Does your company support a precautionary approach to environmental challenges?  3.29 9 1.40 2.75 12 1.44 0.54 
3 Does your company rectify environmental damages as a priority at source? 3.06 11 1.43 3.13 11 1.45 0.07 
4 Does your company respect the principle that the polluter bears the environmental costs?  3.59 4 1.37 3.19 10 1.38 0.40 
5 Does your company take necessary steps to promote greater environmental 
responsibility? 
3.53 6 1.37 3.56 3 1.31 0.03 
6 Does your company encourage the development and diffusion of environmentally 
friendly technologies? 
3.76 2 1.35 3.69 1 1.25 0.08 
7 Does your company contribute to the prevention of bio diversity? 3.53 6 1.46 3.38 6 1.54 0.15 
8 Does your company take necessary step to reduce energy use? 3.47 8 1.42 3.56 3 1.31 0.09 
9 Does your company if necessary, limit or alter material use? 3.06 11 1.43 3.38 6 1.50 0.32 
10 Does your company take necessary steps to reduce water use? 3.88 1 1.27 3.69 1 1.35 0.19 
11 Does your company take necessary steps to limit emission? 3.29 9 1.40 3.56 3 1.55 0.27 
12 Does your company reduce water? 3.65 3 1.41 3.38 6 1.54 0.27 
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6.B.8 Environmental aspects of Social responsibility practices By T- tests statistics for table 6.B.1 to 6.B.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
Sr.
No 
Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.02 0.19 0.58 H. D. P. R. 0.64 0.40 2.228 H0 Accept 10 0.70 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.08 0.32 0.09 L. D. P. R. 0.79 0.86 2.228 H0 Accept 10 0.40 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
0.04 0.90 0.28 L. D. P. R. 0.39 0.57 2.228 H0 Accept 10 0.58 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.07 0.28 0.29 L. D. P. R. 0.37 0.83 2.228 H0 Accept 10 0.42 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.01 0.35 0.04 L. D. P. R. 0.90 0.07 2.228 H0 Accept 10 0.94 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.12 0.34 0.33 L. D. P. R. 0.32 1.27 2.228 H0 Accept 10 0.23 
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CHAPTER - 7 AN EVALUATION OF THE 
ECONOMIC ASPECT OF SOCIAL 
DEVELOPMENT OF SOCIAL 
RESPONSIBILITY PRACTICES 
 
Conceptual Understanding and Evaluation - Economic Practices for Social 
Development. 
 
7.A Social Development: Its Place in Development Policy.  
Social development has come to acquire a very important and new salience in 
the literature and practice of development. Development is now perceived and defined 
in a very different way than it was during the first three decades after the Second 
World War. During that period, development was identified with growth in material 
output. Prof. Rajni Kothari has very aptly described this early model of growth as one 
in which abstractions of GDP rates, saving ratios and technological co-efficient ruled 
the roost and human beings, social formations and even the structure of State power 
were left out of purview. The two concepts that dominated development thinking 
during that period were the Harrod - Domar model which established a relationship 
between capital investment and rate of growth, and Professor W.W. Rostow's theory 
of `stages of growth’ or `take off' theory which was perceived entirely in terms of the 
transformation of the physical dimensions of the economy leading to the take-off 
stage of a self-sustaining accelerated rate of growth. Subsequently, the concept was 
refined by relating it to the goal of the maximization of welfare by introducing 
distributional equality, but for several decades this equality was perceived purely in 
income terms.  
 
 I. `Social' Development – the Concept & its Growing Reach. What is 
described above represented the mainstream thinking on development of economists 
and policy makers in India and several other countries. However, visionaries, social 
reformers and leaders of India's independence movement propounded a wider concept 
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of development. Mahatma Gandhi set before the nation the objective of " wiping 
every tear from every eye". This literally sums up the more comprehensive and 
inclusive concept of development that came to be recognized from the decade of the 
70s. It embraces the goal of meeting the basic needs of the people, giving them 
freedom and dignity and creating an environment in which they can be happy in a 
comprehensive sense of the term. Gandhiji did not see economics and ethics in 
separate compartments. He said, "Economics that hurt the moral well-being of the 
individual or a nation is immoral and therefore sinful". He devoted most of his 
economic thinking to working out a programme of reconstruction of poor nations, 
which would avoid the problems brought about by indiscriminate modernization. 
Instead of developing a theory of investment planning at the national level, Gandhiji 
developed a theory of constructive work at the local level. By far the most 
fundamental question raised in Gandhian economics is that of an alternative to the 
consumer society and alternative life style centred on need rather than greed, as 
Gandhiji put it. His search for a solution to mass poverty derives from a critique of the 
modern society as a whole - of a society, which generates affluence for some and 
poverty for the many. The essential Gandhian thinking on development was reflected 
in the objective that Pt. Jawaharlal Nehru outlined for the country in his celebrated 
"Tryst with Destiny” speech delivered at midnight on August 14,1947. He said: "The 
service of India means the ending of poverty and ignorance and disease and inequality 
of opportunity." However, in spite of the declaration in his speech of this 
comprehensive objective of development, the development strategy followed by India 
and most other developing countries at that time defined development in terms of 
growth in material output. Development was identified with economic development 
and social development was brought in only as thin icing on the economic cake. In 
more specific terms, it was seen as promoting social welfare and providing social 
services. The crucial role of the activities in the social sector in promoting 
development remained unrecognised for several years. Concepts such as meeting the 
basic needs of the people, changing the social structure and participation in the 
process of development were articulated only towards the end of the 60s and the early 
70s. Even then they did not make much of an impression on mainstream thinking. 
Recently Prof. Amartya Sen has brought about a veritable revolution in development 
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thinking by defining development as "expansion of opportunities", or "freedoms" that 
individuals in society enjoy. 3Opportunities can be of an intrinsic importance and 
therefore worth pursuing as a goal by itself or having the instrumental value of 
promoting development. Prof. Sen’s deeper insight into the development process has 
now come to be almost universally accepted and has become the basis for policy 
formulation by the governments of almost all developing countries. Developed 
countries are also trying to promote this concept of development through the leverage 
they have by virtue of their aid programmes and trade policy; international 
organisations like the World Bank, UNDP, United Nations and its specialised 
agencies have been trying to reorient their norm-setting and theoretical work as well 
as their development cooperation programmes on the basis of this broader definition 
of development. To expand the "opportunities” and "freedoms” of the individual, it is 
necessary to enhance her or his capabilities. Enhancement of capabilities, therefore, is 
now widely recognised as the objective of development. The World Development 
Report (1999-2000) defines the goal of development policy as the creation of 
"sustainable improvements in the quality of life for all people". Improvement in the 
quality of life is implicit in Amartya Sen’s concept of development as the expansion 
of choice or opportunities or freedom. What the World Development Report 
definition adds is the concept of sustainability and equity by using the words 
"sustainable” and "for all people". Sustainable development for all people means, in 
addition to raising per capita income, improving peoples’ health and educational 
opportunities, giving every one the chance to participate in public life and helping to 
ensure a clean environment. Accumulation of human capital has proved to be a key 
factor in accelerating development in several countries, particularly the East and 
South East Asian countries. Provisioning of education, health and nutrition play a 
very important role in the accumulation of human capital. Thus human development 
is the key to the formation of human capital. But as Prof. Amartya Sen has stated, 
`human development’ goes beyond that. It makes a direct contribution to the 
expansion of human capabilities and the quality of life. The annual release by the 
UNDP of its Human Development Reports since 1990 has been the most important 
factor popularising the concept of human development. The W.D.R. (1999-2000) 
brings in the concept of social capital, defined as "the network and relationship that 
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both encourage trust and reciprocity and shape the quality and quantity of the society's 
social interactions". Social capital thus defined has a significant impact on a range of 
development processes. To illustrate, the Report says that empirical evidence has 
shown that in education, teachers are more committed, students achieve higher test 
scores and school facilities are better utilised in communities where parents and 
citizens take an active interest in children's educational well-being. In health services, 
doctors and nurses are more likely to show up for work and perform their duties more 
attentively where their actions are supported and monitored by citizen groups. In rural 
development, villages with highersocial capital seek greater use of credit. Social 
capital serves as an insurance mechanism for the poor who are unable to access 
market-based alternatives. The role of human development in bringing about social 
and economic restructuring has been brought out very succinctly in Professor 
Amartya Sen’s Asia and Pacific lecture. A special feature of the East and South East 
Asian development process has been an emphasis on basic education as a prime 
mover for change and wide dissemination of basic economic entitlement through 
education and training, through land reform and through availability of credit. 
Professor Sen argues that there is sufficient evidence that even with relatively low 
income, a population that guarantees basic social services can improve length and 
quality of life. Because of this factor, China already had high life expectancy at birth 
even in the pre-reform era i.e. prior to 1979. Since basic education and health are also 
exceptionally labour-intensive activities, they are much cheaper in poorer countries 
than in the richer ones. Thus human development contributes to the quality of life 
even in the absence of its impact on economic and industrial expansion. Secondly, it 
greatly facilitates such expansion. Thirdly, it improves the efficiency and widens the 
reach of the market economy. For example, literacy contributes to economic 
development through quality control and production to specification. (There is also 
much evidence to show that education, particularly female education, helps in 
reducing fertility rates). Empirical studies show that whereas there is a weak 
relationship between economic development and rates of improvements in vital 
measures of development like education, life expectancy, child mortality and gender 
equality, there is a strong positive relationship between key social characteristics and 
the attainment of development defined in the broader sense of the term. One study 
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found that a 10% increase in the female literacy rate reduced child mortality by an 
equal percentage. Taking developing countries as a whole, gains in female education 
in the 1960-90 period might have accounted for as much as a 38% decline in infant 
mortality and a 58% drop in the total illiteracy rate. On the other hand, despite the low 
level of GDP per capita in Sri Lanka, life expectancy there is as high as 73 years and 
infant mortality as low as 14. 5 Economic Reforms & Social Development. In the 
initial period of the discussion on reforms, policies to facilitate the free play of market 
forces were regarded as the over-riding necessity for achieving development, 
irrespective of how they affected the social dynamics. It was argued - and even now 
there are zealots arguing on the same lines that the increase in the GNP brought about 
by economic reforms can take care of the objectives of social development. In this 
connection, statistical evidence has been adduced which show a positive relationship 
between increase in GNP and poverty reduction. This is a lopsided and partial way to 
look at the development process.  
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7.B Statistical Evaluation of The Topics 
Economic aspect for social development of social responsibility practices. 
Evaluation of the sequent 7.B.1 
 
7.B.1 Contribution to social and community development and business practice. 
a) Does your company contribute to the equal access to health facilities? 
b) Does your company contributes to access to basic food, housing, sanitation 
and sufficient drinking water? 
c) Does your company contribute to education and access to information with 
respect to essential health problems in the community? 
d) Does your company promote respect for other socio – economic rights, like 
the right to work, social security, and maternity leave, to take part in cultural 
life? 
e) Does your company give donations to community causes? 
f) Does your company give donations to charities? 
g) Does your company sponsor community event? 
h) Does your company support art? 
i) Does your company work with local schools, colleges and universities? 
j) Does your company support employee involvement with community causes? 
k) Does your company support lobbying for particular cause? 
l) Does your company engage itself in cause related marketing? 
m) Does your company encourage skill development among employees? 
n) Does your company invest in deprived area? 
o) Does your company engage people traditionally excluded from labour market? 
p) Does your company engage in ethical purchasing? 
q) Does your company engage in ethical investment? 
r) Does your company benchmark social, ethical and environment of against 
other organisation? 
s) Does your company share best practice on social ethical and environmental 
responsibility with other organizations? 
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Many social responsibility advocates Judge the performance of companies in 
this area on the basis of the contribution of companies for social action programs. The 
contribution for the social causes is a major parameter for judging the pro social 
responsible company many a time companies also show their willingness for such 
spending as it increases company’s credibility in the eyes of stakeholders. It was 
observed during the study that most of the companies under research have increased 
the spending for social responsible activities on the increasing rate. However the 
amount of spending was not an area of research. The researcher has coursed heavily 
on attitude and performance. 
 
 The over all evaluation has been presented in the table 7.B.1.1 to 7.B.1.7 and 
the t test result has 7.B.1.8. The statistical evaluation of the data shows that the results 
achieved and performance observed are almost similar to the previous observations. 
The rank pattern evident in the observations is something like 7.B.1.f, 7.B.1.i and 
7.B.1.t, 7.B.1.i and 7.B.1.f, 7.B.1.6 and 7.B.1.k, 7.B.1.f and 7.B.1.k, 7.B.1.l and 
7.B.1.g and 7.B.1.f and 7.B.1.k. This pattern shows that different groups have 
different preferences about the priorities of the statements discussed. Further the mean 
stores achieved are in the range of 3 to 3.9, which shows greater importance of the 
issue in the eyes of the managers. 
 The t test results measured for the tables shows that the calculated values for 
the groups from table 7.B.1.2 to 7.B.1.7 are 0.98, 0.40, 0.25, 1.62, 1.13 and 1.26 while 
critical value being 2.101 we can state that null hypothesis for each table is accepted 
and we can state that there is no significance difference in the thoughts and practice of 
the companies under evaluation. The study results shows that companies irrespective 
of groups have equal interest in practicing good standards as for as economic 
contributions are concerned. 
 
 The tabular presentation of the data is from the next page. 
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7.B.1.1 Economic aspects for Social Development - Contribution to Social and community development and business practice By All 
Managers 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Does your company contribute to equal access to health facilities? 3.28 15 1.50 
b) Does your company contributes to access to basic food, housing, sanitation and sufficient safe drinking 
water? 
3.45 5 1.40 
c) Does your company contribute to education and access to information with respect to essential health 
problems in the community? 
3.31 14 1.42 
d) Does your company promote respect for other socio-economic rights, like the right to work, social 
security, maternity leave, to take part in cultural life? 
3.13 19 1.45 
e) Does your company give donations to community causes? 3.48 3 1.38 
f) Does your company give donations to charities? 3.59 1 1.39 
g) Does your company sponsor community event? 3.55 2 1.38 
h) Does your company support art? 3.34 12 1.43 
i) Does your company work with local schools, college, and universities? 3.45 5 1.41 
j) Does your company support employee involvement with community causes? 3.25 16 1.45 
k) Does your company support lobbying for particular cause? 3.39 7 1.36 
l) Does your company engage itself in cause related marketing? 3.36 10 1.40 
m) Does your company encourage skill development among employees? 3.39 7 1.43 
n) Does your company invest in deprived area? 3.38 9 1.43 
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o) Does your company engage people traditionally excluded from labour market? 3.16 17 1.42 
p) Does your company engage in ethical purchasing? 3.36 10 1.41 
q) Does your company engage in ethical investment? 3.47 4 1.38 
r) Does your company benchmark social, ethical & environmental responsibility against other organisation? 3.33 13 1.40 
s) Does your company share best practice on social, ethical or environmental responsibility with other 
organizations? 
3.14 18 1.48 
 
7.B.1.2 Economic aspects for Social Development - Contribution to Social and community development and business practice By All Top 
managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company contribute to equal access to health facilities? 3.55 2 1.46 3.03 19 1.51 0.52 
b) Does your company contributes to access to basic food, housing, sanitation and 
sufficient safe drinking water? 
3.42 7 1.39 3.48 3 1.44 0.07 
c) Does your company contribute to education and access to information with 
respect to essential health problems in the community? 
3.29 12 1.49 3.33 11 1.38 0.04 
d) Does your company promote respect for other socio-economic rights, like the 
right to work, social security, maternity leave, to take part in cultural life? 
3.19 19 1.47 3.06 16 1.46 0.13 
e) Does your company give donations to community causes? 3.55 2 1.43 3.42 9 1.35 0.12 
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f) Does your company give donations to charities? 3.55 2 1.41 3.64 1 1.39 0.09 
g) Does your company sponsor community event? 3.48 5 1.43 3.61 2 1.34 0.12 
h) Does your company support art? 3.23 15 1.50 3.45 7 1.37 0.23 
i) Does your company work with local schools, college, and universities? 3.68 1 1.40 3.24 15 1.41 0.43 
j) Does your company support employee involvement with community causes? 3.23 15 1.43 3.27 14 1.48 0.05 
k) Does your company support lobbying for particular cause? 3.32 11 1.35 3.45 7 1.39 0.13 
l) Does your company engage itself in cause related marketing? 3.35 9 1.40 3.36 10 1.41 0.01 
m) Does your company encourage skill development among employees? 3.29 12 1.49 3.48 3 1.39 0.19 
n) Does your company invest in deprived area? 3.42 7 1.43 3.33 11 1.45 0.09 
o) Does your company engage people traditionally excluded from labour market? 3.26 14 1.44 3.06 16 1.41 0.20 
p) Does your company engage in ethical purchasing? 3.23 15 1.43 3.48 3 1.39 0.26 
q) Does your company engage in ethical investment? 3.45 6 1.41 3.48 3 1.37 0.03 
r) Does your company benchmark social, ethical & environmental responsibility 
against other organisation? 
3.35 9 1.40 3.30 13 1.42 0.05 
s) Does your company share best practice on social, ethical or environmental 
responsibility with other organizations? 
3.23 15 1.43 3.06 16 1.54 0.17 
 
399 
 
 
7.B.1.3 Economic aspects for Social Development - Contribution to Social and community development and business practice By Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company contribute to equal access to health facilities? 3.53 4 1.55 3.06 15 1.56 0.47 
b) Does your company contributes to access to basic food, housing, sanitation and 
sufficient safe drinking water? 
3.33 8 1.45 3.24 12 1.48 0.10 
c) Does your company contribute to education and access to information with 
respect to essential health problems in the community? 
3.47 6 1.41 3.41 6 1.50 0.05 
d) Does your company promote respect for other socio-economic rights, like the 
right to work, social security, maternity leave, to take part in cultural life? 
3.47 6 1.41 2.94 17 1.43 0.53 
e) Does your company give donations to community causes? 3.60 3 1.45 3.41 6 1.37 0.19 
f) Does your company give donations to charities? 3.53 4 1.46 3.94 1 1.30 0.41 
g) Does your company sponsor community event? 3.27 11 1.53 3.41 6 1.42 0.15 
h) Does your company support art? 3.07 15 1.49 3.53 3 1.37 0.46 
i) Does your company work with local schools, college, and universities? 3.80 1 1.42 3.29 10 1.36 0.51 
j) Does your company support employee involvement with community causes? 3.07 15 1.49 3.29 10 1.53 0.23 
k) Does your company support lobbying for particular cause? 3.07 15 1.33 3.00 16 1.46 0.07 
l) Does your company engage itself in cause related marketing? 3.20 13 1.47 3.47 4 1.42 0.27 
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m) Does your company encourage skill development among employees? 3.07 15 1.49 3.59 2 1.37 0.52 
n) Does your company invest in deprived area? 3.67 2 1.35 3.24 12 1.48 0.43 
o) Does your company engage people traditionally excluded from labour market? 3.20 13 1.57 2.82 19 1.33 0.38 
p) Does your company engage in ethical purchasing? 3.00 19 1.41 3.47 4 1.42 0.47 
q) Does your company engage in ethical investment? 3.33 8 1.45 3.41 6 1.37 0.08 
r) Does your company benchmark social, ethical & environmental responsibility 
against other organisation? 
3.33 8 1.45 3.24 12 1.48 0.10 
s) Does your company share best practice on social, ethical or environmental 
responsibility with other organizations? 
3.27 11 1.39 2.88 18 1.58 0.38 
 
7.B.1.4 Economic aspects for Social Development - Contribution to Social and community development and business practice By Non-Nifty 
Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company contribute to equal access to health facilities? 3.56 2 1.41 3.00 19 1.51 1.30 
b) Does your company contributes to access to basic food, housing, sanitation and 
sufficient safe drinking water? 
3.50 7 1.37 3.75 3 1.39 0.23 
c) Does your company contribute to education and access to information with 
respect to essential health problems in the community? 
3.13 18 1.59 3.25 13 1.29 0.63 
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d) Does your company promote respect for other socio-economic rights, like the 
right to work, social security, maternity leave, to take part in cultural life? 
2.94 19 1.53 3.19 17 1.52 2.32 
e) Does your company give donations to community causes? 3.50 7 1.46 3.44 6 1.36 0.59 
f) Does your company give donations to charities? 3.56 2 1.41 3.31 11 1.45 1.33 
g) Does your company sponsor community event? 3.69 1 1.35 3.81 2 1.28 0.72 
h) Does your company support art? 3.38 12 1.54 3.38 8 1.41 0.79 
i) Does your company work with local schools, college, and universities? 3.56 2 1.41 3.19 17 1.52 0.21 
j) Does your company support employee involvement with community causes? 3.38 12 1.41 3.25 13 1.48 1.93 
k) Does your company support lobbying for particular cause? 3.56 2 1.36 3.94 1 1.18 0.87 
l) Does your company engage itself in cause related marketing? 3.50 7 1.37 3.25 13 1.44 0.67 
m) Does your company encourage skill development among employees? 3.50 7 1.51 3.38 8 1.45 0.23 
n) Does your company invest in deprived area? 3.19 16 1.52 3.44 6 1.46 0.27 
o) Does your company engage people traditionally excluded from labour market? 3.31 15 1.35 3.31 11 1.49 2.45 
p) Does your company engage in ethical purchasing? 3.44 11 1.46 3.50 5 1.41 0.72 
q) Does your company engage in ethical investment? 3.56 2 1.41 3.56 4 1.41 0.55 
r) Does your company benchmark social, ethical & environmental responsibility 
against other organisation? 
3.38 12 1.41 3.38 8 1.41 0.99 
s) Does your company share best practice on social, ethical or environmental 
responsibility with other organizations? 
3.19 16 1.52 3.25 13 1.53 2.39 
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7.B.1.5 Economic aspects for Social Development - Contribution to Social and community development and business practice By All Nifty 
managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company contribute to equal access to health facilities? 3.28 11 1.55 3.28 16 1.46 0.00 
b) Does your company contributes to access to basic food, housing, sanitation and 
sufficient safe drinking water? 
3.28 11 1.44 3.63 3 1.36 0.34 
c) Does your company contribute to education and access to information with 
respect to essential health problems in the community? 
3.44 4 1.44 3.19 18 1.42 0.25 
d) Does your company promote respect for other socio-economic rights, like the 
right to work, social security, maternity leave, to take part in cultural life? 
3.19 15 1.42 3.06 19 1.50 0.13 
e) Does your company give donations to community causes? 3.50 3 1.39 3.47 5 1.39 0.03 
f) Does your company give donations to charities? 3.75 1 1.37 3.44 7 1.41 0.31 
g) Does your company sponsor community event? 3.34 7 1.45 3.75 1 1.30 0.41 
h) Does your company support art? 3.31 10 1.42 3.38 9 1.45 0.06 
i) Does your company work with local schools, college, and universities? 3.53 2 1.39 3.38 9 1.45 0.16 
j) Does your company support employee involvement with community causes? 3.19 15 1.49 3.31 13 1.42 0.13 
k) Does your company support lobbying for particular cause? 3.03 18 1.38 3.75 1 1.27 0.72 
l) Does your company engage itself in cause related marketing? 3.34 7 1.43 3.38 9 1.39 0.03 
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m) Does your company encourage skill development among employees? 3.34 7 1.43 3.44 7 1.46 0.09 
n) Does your company invest in deprived area? 3.44 4 1.41 3.31 13 1.47 0.13 
o) Does your company engage people traditionally excluded from labour market? 3.00 19 1.44 3.31 13 1.40 0.31 
p) Does your company engage in ethical purchasing? 3.25 14 1.41 3.47 5 1.41 0.22 
q) Does your company engage in ethical investment? 3.38 6 1.39 3.56 4 1.39 0.19 
r) Does your company benchmark social, ethical & environmental responsibility 
against other organisation? 
3.28 11 1.44 3.38 9 1.39 0.09 
s) Does your company share best practice on social, ethical or environmental 
responsibility with other organizations? 
3.06 17 1.48 3.22 17 1.50 0.16 
 
7.B.1.6 Economic aspects for Social Development - Contribution to Social and community development and business practice By Top Nifty 
managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company contribute to equal access to health facilities? 3.53 4 1.55 3.56 2 1.41 0.03 
b) Does your company contributes to access to basic food, housing, sanitation and 
sufficient safe drinking water? 
3.33 8 1.45 3.50 7 1.37 0.17 
c) Does your company contribute to education and access to information with 
respect to essential health problems in the community? 
3.47 6 1.41 3.13 18 1.59 0.34 
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d) Does your company promote respect for other socio-economic rights, like the 
right to work, social security, maternity leave, to take part in cultural life? 
3.47 6 1.41 2.94 19 1.53 0.53 
e) Does your company give donations to community causes? 3.60 3 1.45 3.50 7 1.46 0.10 
f) Does your company give donations to charities? 3.53 4 1.46 3.56 2 1.41 0.03 
g) Does your company sponsor community event? 3.27 11 1.53 3.69 1 1.35 0.42 
h) Does your company support art? 3.07 15 1.49 3.38 12 1.54 0.31 
i) Does your company work with local schools, college, and universities? 3.80 1 1.42 3.56 2 1.41 0.24 
j) Does your company support employee involvement with community causes? 3.07 15 1.49 3.38 12 1.41 0.31 
k) Does your company support lobbying for particular cause? 3.07 15 1.33 3.56 2 1.36 0.50 
l) Does your company engage itself in cause related marketing? 3.20 13 1.47 3.50 7 1.37 0.30 
m) Does your company encourage skill development among employees? 3.07 15 1.49 3.50 7 1.51 0.43 
n) Does your company invest in deprived area? 3.67 2 1.35 3.19 16 1.52 0.48 
o) Does your company engage people traditionally excluded from labour market? 3.20 13 1.57 3.31 15 1.35 0.11 
p) Does your company engage in ethical purchasing? 3.00 19 1.41 3.44 11 1.46 0.44 
q) Does your company engage in ethical investment? 3.33 8 1.45 3.56 2 1.41 0.23 
r) Does your company benchmark social, ethical & environmental responsibility 
against other organisation? 
3.33 8 1.45 3.38 12 1.41 0.04 
s) Does your company share best practice on social, ethical or environmental 
responsibility with other organizations? 
3.27 11 1.39 3.19 16 1.52 0.08 
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7.B.1.7 Economic aspects for Social Development - Contribution to Social and community development and business practice By Middle 
Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company contribute to equal access to health facilities? 3.06 15 1.56 3.00 19 1.51 0.06 
b) Does your company contributes to access to basic food, housing, sanitation and 
sufficient safe drinking water? 
3.24 12 1.48 3.75 3 1.39 0.51 
c) Does your company contribute to education and access to information with 
respect to essential health problems in the community? 
3.41 6 1.50 3.25 13 1.29 0.16 
d) Does your company promote respect for other socio-economic rights, like the 
right to work, social security, maternity leave, to take part in cultural life? 
2.94 17 1.43 3.19 17 1.52 0.25 
e) Does your company give donations to community causes? 3.41 6 1.37 3.44 6 1.36 0.03 
f) Does your company give donations to charities? 3.94 1 1.30 3.31 11 1.45 0.63 
g) Does your company sponsor community event? 3.41 6 1.42 3.81 2 1.28 0.40 
h) Does your company support art? 3.53 3 1.37 3.38 8 1.41 0.15 
i) Does your company work with local schools, college, and universities? 3.29 10 1.36 3.19 17 1.52 0.11 
j) Does your company support employee involvement with community causes? 3.29 10 1.53 3.25 13 1.48 0.04 
k) Does your company support lobbying for particular cause? 3.00 16 1.46 3.94 1 1.18 0.94 
l) Does your company engage itself in cause related marketing? 3.47 4 1.42 3.25 13 1.44 0.22 
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m) Does your company encourage skill development among employees? 3.59 2 1.37 3.38 8 1.45 0.21 
n) Does your company invest in deprived area? 3.24 12 1.48 3.44 6 1.46 0.20 
o) Does your company engage people traditionally excluded from labour market? 2.82 19 1.33 3.31 11 1.49 0.49 
p) Does your company engage in ethical purchasing? 3.47 4 1.42 3.50 5 1.41 0.03 
q) Does your company engage in ethical investment? 3.41 6 1.37 3.56 4 1.41 0.15 
r) Does your company benchmark social, ethical & environmental responsibility 
against other organisation? 
3.24 12 1.48 3.38 8 1.41 0.14 
s) Does your company share best practice on social, ethical or environmental 
responsibility with other organizations? 
2.88 18 1.58 3.25 13 1.53 0.37 
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7.B.1.8 Economic aspects for Social Development - Contribution to Social and community development and business practice By T- tests 
statistics for table 7.B.1.1 to 7.B.1.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.06 0.22 0.54 H. D. P. R. 0.72 0.98 2.101 H0 Accept 18 0.35 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.03 0.36 0.00   0.99 0.40 2.101 H0 Accept 18 0.70 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
0.01 1.14 0.40 L. D. P. R. 0.52 0.25 2.101 H0 Accept 18 0.80 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.09 0.24 0.05 L. D. P. R. 0.84 1.62 2.101 H0 Accept 18 0.12 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.08 0.31 0.09 L. D. P. R. 0.69 1.13 2.101 H0 Accept 18 0.27 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.10 0.35 0.06 L. D. P. R. 0.80 1.26 2.101 H0 Accept 18 0.22 
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7.B.2 Statistical evaluation of the segment 7.B.2. 
7.B.2 Corruption 
(a) Does your company respect the principal of not to give bribe to public 
officials or employees of business partners? 
(b) Does your company respect the principle of not to demand bribe to obtain or 
retain business or other improper advantage? 
 
This is also sensitive topic on the economic aspect of social development 
front some experts argue that it has little to do with social development. In one way 
it is true also as companies have moderate approach on spending for corruption but 
on the other hand it is argued that the corruption hinders the over all process of 
development as many a time majority of economic contribution is wasted by way of 
improper use of the funds. 
 
The statistical evolution of the practice reveals that the statement 7.B.2.a has 
secured first rank in most of pages stating that companies stay away from giving 
bribe to the officials. Most of the time managers avoids this practice as this kind of 
practice attracts punitive and legal actions against the company in the 70’s and 80’s 
that most multination have corrupted political systems of under developed countries 
as these companies had greater interests than business but India being mixed 
economy we had fewer problems of corruptions. 
 
The t test results for all the groups under study were calculated for the table 
7.B.2.2 to 7.B.2.7 the results are 0.55, 2.64, 0.00, 2.00, 1.81, 3.54. The critical value 
being 12.706 at 1 degree of freedom. We can say that null hypothesis has been 
accepted for all restructured data. 
 
The tabular presentation of the same is from the next page. 
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7.B.2.1 Economic aspect for Social Development - Corruption By All Managers. 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Does your company respect the principle of not to give bribe to public officials or employees of 
business partners? 
3.78 1 1.29 
b) Does your company respect the principal of not to demand bribe to obtain or retain business or 
other improper advantage? 
3.53 2 1.40 
 
 7.B.2.2Economic aspect for Social Development - Corruption By All Top managers-All middle managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company respect the principle of not to give bribe to public officials 
or employees of business partners? 
3.71 1 1.32 3.85 1 1.28 0.14 
b) Does your company respect the principal of not to demand bribe to obtain or 
retain business or other improper advantage? 
3.55 2 1.39 3.52 2 1.44 0.03 
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7.B.2.3 Economic aspect for Social Development - Corruption By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company respect the principle of not to give bribe to public officials 
or employees of business partners? 
3.67 1 1.40 3.82 1 1.29 0.16 
b) Does your company respect the principal of not to demand bribe to obtain or 
retain business or other improper advantage? 
3.40 2 1.45 3.47 2 1.50 0.07 
 
7.B.2.4 Economic aspect for Social Development - Corruption By Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company respect the principle of not to give bribe to public officials 
or employees of business partners? 
3.75 1 1.29 3.88 1 1.31 2.16 
b) Does your company respect the principal of not to demand bribe to obtain or 
retain business or other improper advantage? 
3.69 2 1.35 3.56 2 1.41 1.59 
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7.B.2.5 Economic aspect for Social Development - Corruption By All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company respect the principle of not to give bribe to public officials 
or employees of business partners? 
3.75 1 1.32 3.81 1 1.28 0.06 
b) Does your company respect the principal of not to demand bribe to obtain or 
retain business or other improper advantage? 
3.44 2 1.46 3.63 2 1.36 0.19 
 
7.B.2.6 Economic aspect for Social Development - Corruption By Top Nifty managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company respect the principle of not to give bribe to public officials 
or employees of business partners? 
3.67 1 1.40 3.75 1 1.29 0.08 
b) Does your company respect the principal of not to demand bribe to obtain or 
retain business or other improper advantage? 
3.40 2 1.45 3.69 2 1.35 0.29 
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7.B.2.7 Economic aspect for Social Development - Corruption By Middle Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company respect the principle of not to give bribe to public officials 
or employees of business partners? 
3.82 1 1.29 3.88 1 1.31 0.05 
b) Does your company respect the principal of not to demand bribe to obtain or 
retain business or other improper advantage? 
3.47 2 1.50 3.56 2 1.41 0.09 
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7.B.2.8 Economic aspect for Social Development - Corruption By T- tests statistics for table 7.B.2.1 to 7.B.2.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.03 0.21 0.23 L. D. P. R. 0.34 0.55 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.59 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.11 0.06 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 2.64 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.23 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
0.00 0.41 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 0.00 12.706 H0 Accept 1 1.00 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.12 0.08 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 2.00 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.29 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.18 0.14 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 1.81 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.32 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.07 0.03 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 3.54 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.17 
 414 
7.B.3 Statistical evaluation of the segment 7.B.3 
7.B.3 Fair Competition. 
A) Does your company take measures to prevent collusion (unfair practice)? 
B) Does your company respect for intellectual property of competitors? 
C) Does your company deal with the complaints about competition limiting 
agreement seriously? 
D) Does your company take measure to prevent unfair influencing of government 
officials or agents? 
 
There were the days when most of the nifty companies engaged almost 
monopolistic position and competition in the market. Still companies try to beat other 
companies with fair or unfair means into the market. Many experts have argued that 
competition may not be considered as the social responsibility issue. However after 
the events like Microsoft monopoly on global scale every one started accepting that 
monopoly in the long run harms the social interest. That’s why this topic has been 
chosen under the research study. 
 
The response patter is evident in the table 7.B.3.1 to 7.B.3.8. The table 7.B.3.8 
being the summary of the t test results shows the acceptance or rejection of 
hypothesis. The responses can be evaluated from the ranking pattern. The top rank is 
secured by the statements 7.B.3.c, 7.B.3.a and 7.B.3.c, 7.B.3.c and 7.B.3.a, 7.B.3.a 
and 7.B.3.b and 7.B.3.c and 7.B.3.c. This pattern shows that different companies have 
got different area of choice for the best practice. Further the response generated have 
mean scores between 3 to 4 which shows performance wise all companies are 
different but it further enuiser that all the companies have above good practice. 
 
The t test results of the tables in chronological order for table 7.B.3.2 to 
7.B.3.7 are as 0.61, 0.60, 0.66, 0.22, 1.00 and 0.88. All these calculated values are 
lower than the critical value 3.182 for the 3-degree of freedom. It means that null 
hypothesis has been accepted in all cases stating that there is no significant difference 
in the practice of the companies as per the opinion of the managers of the companies 
and further we can say that alternate hypothesis has been rejected. 
 
The tabular presentation of the data is from the next page. 
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7.B.3.1 Economic aspect for Social Development - Fair competition By All Managers. 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Does your company take measures to prevent collusion (unfair practice)? 3.63 2 1.42 
b) Does your company respect far intellectual property of competitors? 3.53 3 1.39 
c) Does your company deal with the complaints about competition limiting agreement seriously? 3.66 1 1.39 
d) Does your company take measures to prevent unfair influencing of government officials or 
agents? 
3.13 4 1.45 
 
7.B.3.2 Economic aspect for Social Development - Fair competition By All Top managers-All middle managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company take measures to prevent collusion (unfair practice)? 3.71 1 1.37 3.55 2 1.48 0.16 
b) Does your company respect far intellectual property of competitors? 3.68 2 1.35 3.39 3 1.43 0.28 
c) Does your company deal with the complaints about competition limiting 
agreement seriously? 
3.39 3 1.43 3.91 1 1.33 0.52 
d) Does your company take measures to prevent unfair influencing of government 
officials or agents? 
3.16 4 1.44 3.09 4 1.49 0.07 
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7.B.3.3 Economic aspect for Social Development - Fair competition By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company take measures to prevent collusion (unfair practice)? 3.67 1 1.40 3.41 3 1.50 0.25 
b) Does your company respect far intellectual property of competitors? 3.47 2 1.41 3.65 2 1.41 0.18 
c) Does your company deal with the complaints about competition limiting 
agreement seriously? 
3.27 3 1.39 4.06 1 1.30 0.79 
d) Does your company take measures to prevent unfair influencing of government 
officials or agents? 
3.27 3 1.39 3.12 4 1.50 0.15 
7.B.3.4 Economic aspect for Social Development - Fair competition By Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company take measures to prevent collusion (unfair practice)? 3.75 2 1.39 3.69 2 1.49 1.72 
b) Does your company respect far intellectual property of competitors? 3.88 1 1.31 3.13 3 1.45 1.06 
c) Does your company deal with the complaints about competition limiting 
agreement seriously? 
3.50 3 1.51 3.75 1 1.39 1.84 
d) Does your company take measures to prevent unfair influencing of government 
officials or agents? 
3.06 4 1.53 3.06 4 1.53 0.66 
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7.B.3.5 Economic aspect for Social Development - Fair competition By All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership + AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company take measures to prevent collusion (unfair practice)? 3.53 3 1.44 3.72 1 1.42 0.19 
b) Does your company respect far intellectual property of competitors? 3.56 2 1.39 3.50 3 1.41 0.06 
c) Does your company deal with the complaints about competition limiting 
agreement seriously? 
3.69 1 1.38 3.63 2 1.43 0.06 
d) Does your company take measures to prevent unfair influencing of government 
officials or agents? 
3.19 4 1.42 3.06 4 1.50 0.13 
 
7.B.3.6 Economic aspect for Social Development - Fair competition By Top Nifty managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company take measures to prevent collusion (unfair practice)? 3.67 1 1.40 3.75 2 1.39 0.08 
b) Does your company respect far intellectual property of competitors? 3.47 2 1.41 3.88 1 1.31 0.41 
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c) Does your company deal with the complaints about competition limiting 
agreement seriously? 
3.27 3 1.39 3.50 3 1.51 0.23 
d) Does your company take measures to prevent unfair influencing of government 
officials or agents? 
3.27 3 1.39 3.06 4 1.53 0.20 
 
7.B.3.7 Economic aspect for Social Development - Fair competition By Middle Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company take measures to prevent collusion (unfair practice)? 3.41 3 1.50 3.69 2 1.49 0.28 
b) Does your company respect far intellectual property of competitors? 3.65 2 1.41 3.13 3 1.45 0.52 
c) Does your company deal with the complaints about competition limiting 
agreement seriously? 
4.06 1 1.30 3.75 1 1.39 0.31 
d) Does your company take measures to prevent unfair influencing of government 
officials or agents? 
3.12 4 1.50 3.06 4 1.53 0.06 
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7.B.3.8 Economic aspect for Social Development - Fair competition By T- tests statistics for table 7.B.3.1 to 7.B.3.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation t- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.05 0.12 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 0.61 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.65 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.14 0.47 0.18 L. D. P. R. 0.82 0.60 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.59 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
0.14 0.50 0.30 L. D. P. R. 0.39 0.66 3.182 Ha Accept 3 0.56 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.01 0.13 0.89 H. D. P. R. 0.10 0.22 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.84 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.13 0.25 0.71 H. D. P. R. 0.28 1.00 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.39 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.15 0.34 0.59 H. D. P. R. 0.40 0.88 3.182 H0 Accept 3 0.44 
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7.B.4 Statistical evaluation of the segment 7.B.4 
7.B.4 taxation 
a) Does your pay tax regularly?  
b) Does your company contribute to public finance in addition to tax? 
 
The counter question was raised by some managers during the discussions that 
how can a company be a tax thief when all the procedures are transparent and 
companies being responsible to the all stakeholders. But that the issue was raised by 
the researcher about the reliance being a zero tax company for consecutive two years 
in the past. The issue is also necessary in the present context as questions are being 
raised about government ability to use the collected fund effectively. The response 
patter shows that all the companies in the research have given positive response and 
companies being researched have provided response of more than practice. 
 
The statistical evaluation of the data collected shows the same response patter 
that the values of mean scores being 3 to 4 and which shows above average good 
practice for the companies. The ranking pattern observed shows that the first 
statement got the top response from all the groups. 
 
For the t test results the values are calculated and these values from the table 
wise starting from table 7.B.4.2 to 7.B.4.7 are 0.01, 5.11, 0.00, 2.33, 1.71 and 2.52 
with the critical value being 12.706 for one degree of freedom null hypothesis for all 
the cases are accepted. It shows that there is no significant difference in the practice of 
nifty and non-nifty companies. 
 
The tabular presentation of the data is from next page. 
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7.B.4.1 Economic aspect for Social Development Taxation By All Managers. 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Does your company pay taxes regularly? 3.38 1 1.42 
b) Does your company contribute to public finance in addition to tax?  3.30 2 1.40 
 
7.B.4.2 Economic aspect for Social Development Taxation By All Top managers-All middle managers/Across management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company pay taxes regularly? 3.32 1 1.42 3.42 1 1.44 0.10 
b) Does your company contribute to public finance in addition to tax?  3.23 2 1.45 3.36 2 1.37 0.14 
 
7.B.4.3 Economic aspect for Social Development Taxation By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company pay taxes regularly? 3.33 1 1.40 3.47 1 1.46 0.14 
b) Does your company contribute to public finance in addition to tax?  3.27 2 1.53 3.47 1 1.42 0.20 
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7.B.4.4 Economic aspect for Social Development Taxation By Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company pay taxes regularly? 3.31 1 1.49 3.38 1 1.45 1.73 
b) Does your company contribute to public finance in addition to tax?  3.19 2 1.42 3.25 2 1.34 1.41 
 
 
7.B.4.5 Economic aspect for Social Development Taxation By All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company pay taxes regularly? 3.41 1 1.41 3.34 1 1.45 0.06 
b) Does your company contribute to public finance in addition to tax?  3.38 2 1.45 3.22 2 1.36 0.16 
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7.B.4.6 Economic aspect for Social Development Taxation By Top Nifty managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company pay taxes regularly? 3.33 1 1.40 3.31 1 1.49 0.02 
b) Does your company contribute to public finance in addition to tax?  3.27 2 1.53 3.19 2 1.42 0.08 
 
 
7.B.4.7 Economic aspect for Social Development Taxation By Middle Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty managers/Across corporate 
ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company pay taxes regularly? 3.47 1 1.46 3.38 1 1.45 0.10 
b) Does your company contribute to public finance in addition to tax?  3.47 1 1.42 3.25 2 1.34 0.22 
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7.B.4.8 Economic aspect for Social Development Taxation By T- tests statistics for table 7.B.4.1 to 7.B.4.7 
Group Mean S. D. Correlation T- Test 
No. Name Value Value Value Inter -
pretation 
Signi -
ficance 
Calculated 
Value 
Critical 
Value 
Acceptance Degree of 
Freedom 
Significance 
2 All Top managers-All middle 
managers/Across management 
Hierarchy 
0.01 0.36 0.31 L. D. P. R. 0.69 0.01 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.99 
3 Nifty Top/Middle managers 0.17 0.65 0.00   0.00 5.11 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.12 
4 Non-Nifty Top/Middle 
managers 
0.00 0.00 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 0.00 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.00 
5 All Nifty managers-All Non-
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
0.10 0.06 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 2.33 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.26 
6 Top Nifty managers-Top Non 
nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.05 0.04 1.00 P. P. R. 0.00 1.71 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.33 
7 Middle Nifty managers-Middle 
Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
0.15 0.09 0.00   0.00 2.52 12.706 H0 Accept 1 0.24 
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7.B.5 Statistical evaluation of the segment 7.B.5 
 It is evident that most of the companies operating irrespective of their 
categories i.e. Nifty or Non-Nifty survive and prosper on their ability of identifying 
new trends that match modern science and technology. As far as science and 
technology is concerned all the practices are transparent. However, there is always the 
threat of monopoly of a single company. The most appropriate example is Microsoft 
itself. Companies like Microsoft harm the motto of fair trade practices. In India, a 
specially, the ministry of science and technology is acting as watch dog. It prevents 
companies from unfair trade practices and makes them stick to patent and copyright 
acts. The major issue for India is willingness of multi national to transfer their 
technology to Indian counterparts. Most of the time, It is to be observed that fair value 
of technology should be charged while transferring technology whether locally or 
globally.  
 To access the topic, in the present context, the mean score of the observations 
are important which shows the score between 3.0 to 3.5. It shows that managers and 
companies in both the sector emphasis heavily on fair trade practices. The T test for 
the same topic was not possible as pairing was not possible. From the observation, It 
is evident that all the managers are positive about the issue. 
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7.B.5.1 Economic aspect for Social Development - Science & Technology By All Managers. 
Sr. No. Criticism Mean Rank S. D. 
a) Does your company transfer science & technology in order to contribute to the development of 
local and national innovative capacity? 
3.23  1.41 
 
7.B.5.2 Economic aspect for Social Development - Science & Technology By All Top managers-All middle managers/Across 
management Hierarchy 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company transfer science & technology in order to contribute to the 
development of local and national innovative capacity? 
3.10  1.45 3.36  1.39 0.27 
 
7.B.5.3 Economic aspect for Social Development - Science & Technology By Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company transfer science & technology in order to contribute to the 
development of local and national innovative capacity? 
2.87  1.41 3.35  1.41 0.49 
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7.B.5.4 Economic aspect for Social Development - Science & Technology By Non-Nifty Top/Middle managers 
Top Mgmt.  
(N=216) 
Middle Mgmt. 
(N=313) 
Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company transfer science & technology in order to contribute to the 
development of local and national innovative capacity? 
3.31   1.49 3.38  1.41 1.62 
 
 
7.B.5.5 Economic aspect for Social Development - Science & Technology By All Nifty managers-All Non-nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership+AD1 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company transfer science & technology in order to contribute to the 
development of local and national innovative capacity? 
3.13  1.41 3.34  1.43 0.22 
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7.B.5.6 Economic aspect for Social Development - Science & Technology By Top Nifty managers-Top Non nifty managers/Across 
corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company transfer science & technology in order to contribute to the 
development of local and national innovative capacity? 
2.87  1.41 3.31  1.49 0.45 
 
7.B.5.7 Economic aspect for Social Development - Science & Technology By Middle Nifty managers-Middle Non nifty 
managers/Across corporate ownership 
Nifty Co. Non Nifty Co. Sr. 
No. 
Criticism 
Mean Rank S. D. Mean Rank S. D. 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
a) Does your company transfer science & technology in order to contribute to the 
development of local and national innovative capacity? 
3.35  1.41 3.38  1.41 0.02 
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CHAPTER – 8 - SUMMARY, CONCLUSION 
& SUGGESTION 
SUMMARY 
The thesis is the result of deliberate efforts of the researcher to have an insight 
into the practices of social responsibility of selected corporate units. The overall 
exercise has operated large number of data and a handful of information pertaining to 
the overall issue. All the information is grouped and presented into the chapters one to 
eight. All these chapters are the results of careful planning of the researcher and his 
guide on the over all topic. The appropriateness and the relevance of the information 
has been checked and rechecked before putting them under the heading of the various 
chapter. The overall thesis can be summarized in the following concluding paragraphs 
in chapter wise presentation. 
 
CHAPTER – 1 INTRODUCTION 
An Evaluation of social responsibility practices of corporate sector (CSR) 
relate to organizational learning through exemplification, exchange and experiments 
of what works and hurts. It indicates what can be learned from success, achievement 
and mistake made by others. During many seminars, presentations and conferences on 
corporate social responsibility this concept of Evaluation of social responsibility 
practices is plugged. But, these evaluations consequently appear to be merely case 
studies. Internal and external social responsibility practices depend on the wider 
philosophical, social and economic context. The business is operating in: the 
interaction between a company and its environment? If so why the term evaluation of 
social responsibility used? 
 
These questions give rise for going on for this thesis to explore the 
phenomenon of evaluation of social responsibility practice in more details. 
 
Though this thesis claim to entail an in depth analysis of philosophy of science 
it does not pitches a full picture of all possibilities and impossibilities society and 
implementation of social responsibility practices. From an embodied research 
perspective the thesis does aim to explore the concept of social responsibility of 
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corporate sector and identify practices from a multidimensional perspective. It tries to 
denote how paradigm shift in philosophy have impacted belief systems and practices 
of CSR. The thesis attempts to construct a conceptual connection as to possible 
trajectories towards a reformist or postindustrial representation of society and 
organisation. 
 
 The identification of the practices is made in the two separate areas and 
accordingly research hypothesis are set. The first area is related with what managers 
think? This area is related with the perception and attitude of managers about 
accepting need for and rational of social responsibility towards approach of the 
practice and towards implementation and practice of social responsibility and the 
second area is related with what companies do? This area classifies social 
responsibility practices in the four major groups i.e. operational practice, social 
practice, environmental practice and economic practice for the social development.  
 
CHAPTER – 2 THE RESEARCH PLAN. 
It is a novel idea that comparisons between nifty and non-nifty companies are 
made for their social responsibility. It was a lengthy exercise to decide about the 
various boundaries about the study as the topic itself attracts and requires more than 
100 different issues to be addressed and studied the research plan has got 14 different 
segments. Each of the segments carrying relevant importance in the study and 
research structure. The topics which are discussed under the research plan are 
introduction, evaluation and growing interest, debate on social responsibilities of 
business, research problem, literature survey, objectives, scope of the study, 
hypothesis, the sample, method of data collection, data analysis. Nature of the 
research findings, limitation of the study and some concepts. The chapter highlights 
on various research issues pertaining to the study. It is the result of more than 6 
months of pre-study to have appropriate structure and research from work for the 
study. The chapter addresses the issues like sampling design and data analysis. These 
are the basic issues required to be explain to have over all explanation of the study. 
The sample being the outcome of deliberate sampling where companies are selected 
purposefully from the group of companies. For nifty companies the whole universe 
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was treated as sample and for non-nifty companies operating in the India and having 
listing on stock exchange have been selected. Further it was taken care that all the 
companies should have their presence in the Gujarat so as to felicitate the data 
collection. The data collection was on the basis of questionnaire where close-ended 
optional questions were asked. The over all exercise has generated large number of 
data in terms of 7 different groups identified by the researcher for the over all 
analysis. The rest of the topics are like nature of research findings, limitation of the 
study and some concepts. 
 
CHAPTER – 3 AN EVALUATION OF ATTITUDE AND PERCEPTION OF 
MANAGERS ABOUT PRACTICING SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY. 
 
 This chapter is a major milestone in the overall study. The chapter being the 
base and pioneering in the over all study carries major importance. The chapter is 
divided into two basic segment i.e. (A) conceptual understanding and evaluation (B) 
Statistical evaluation. 
 
 The conceptual understanding focus on the basic issues pertaining to the 
attitude and perceptions and general thinking about the practicing social 
responsibility. It covers the topics like, why socially responsible management? Fares 
pressing for more socially responsible management and further in this topic several 
sub topics like stake holder pressure, business development pressure, and pressure on 
the economic system. It also includes topic of the rational for socially responsible 
management and societal challenges and management. This topic discusses how and 
why Indian managers are becoming more acceptable about adopting positive practice 
of the social responsibility. The over all chapters and its theoretical explanation have 
further facilitated the generation of set questions, which became part of the final 
questionnaire.  
 
 Part B being the statistical evaluation focuses on how the results are helpful in 
accepting and rejecting the hypothesis. The over all focus is on carrying the 
evaluation in terms of mean, standard deviation and t test applications. There are total 
12 questions whose valuation has been included in the chapter. The brief description 
and highlight of all those question is given in following lines.  
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1. The first question being, do you accept that in the 21st century financial 
performance of the company is based on social, environmental and economic 
performance of the company? The question generated the responses, which 
says that around 85% managers in all the groups are giving positive reply. 
 
2. The second question do you subscribe to the viewpoint that industry has a 
dominant role in our society into a socialistic society? Generated 85% positive 
replies.  
 
3. The third question some of the criticism leveled against industry are listed 
below. How far do you agree with them? The t test has been conducted on the 
data and it was found that for 5th group all nifty managers – All non nifty 
managers, across corporate ownership and 7th group middle nifty managers 
and middle non nifty managers, across corporate ownership has accepted 
alternative hypothesis. 
 
4. The forth question being, do you think that the public demand for socially 
responsible behavior by industry is on the increase? The evaluation shows that 
the mean scores assigned and found are above there which signifies majority 
of responses favouring the statement and giving more weight. 
 
5. What factors are responsible for the growing expectations for socially 
responsible behavior by the industry? This question generated expected results 
and the t test results shows that all the groups irrelevant of nifty and non nifty 
and top and middle level managers have shown the acceptance of the null 
hypothesis. 
 
6. The sixth question is, do you think it necessary for contemporary managers in 
industry to be more concerned about social responsibility? The statistics and 
evaluation shows that above 80% manager have given more than average 
weight, which is also reflected in the mean score above 3. 
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7. The question 7 is, how important in your opinion are the following arguments 
in favour of social responsibility? The t test statistics shows that for group 5, 6 
and 7 alternate hypothesis are accepted. 
 
8. Question 8 is…. How important in your opinion are the following arguments 
against social responsibility? The statistical evaluation shows that for group 
2nd and nth alternate hypothesis are accepted. 
 
9. The question 9 has got 10 different segments summary of all those 10 
segments are as follows: 
(1) Social relief and reconstruction:  
For all the groups HO i.e. null hypothesis has been accepted. 
(2) Internal employees service programme:  
 For all the groups HO i.e. null hypothesis is accepted. 
(3) Job creation: 
 For all the groups of managers HO is accepted. 
(4) Encouraging consumerism: 
 For all the groups of managers null hypothesis is accepted. 
(5) Support of small & minority enterprise: 
 For all the groups HO is accepted. 
(6) Pollution abatement: 
 For groups alternate hypothesis is accepted. 
(7) Natural resource conservation: 
 For all the group of managers null hypothesis is accepted. 
(8) Society improvement programme: 
 For all the groups of managers HO is accepted. 
(9) Rural development: 
For group 4 alternate hypothesis is accepted for remaining group null 
hypothesis is accepted. 
(10)  Foreign investment: 
 For group 5 of the managers alternate hypothesis is accepted. 
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10. Question 10 is what outside hurdles do you find in general, for industry in 
actively involving in the social action program? The question comprised of 
group of 10 different statements and the t test statistics show that for all 6 
groups of managers tested null hypothesis is accepted. 
 
11. What inside obstacles do you find in general for a company in actively 
involving in social action program? This question had group of 8 statements 
and all the groups shows that null hypothesis has been accepted. 
 
12. The question 12 is which is most appropriate for obtaining results in the 
identified areas of social effort? and the findings shows that 85% managers 
opined for individual executive. 
 
CHAPTER – 4 AN EVALUATION OF OPERATIONAL ASPECT OF SOCIAL 
RESPONSIBILITY PRACTICES 
 
This chapter is divided into 5 basic segments and each segment further divided 
in to two sub segment A and B. After careful planning and indepth study 5 different 
segment of operational aspects have been identified and then statements for each 
segments were prepared from the material explaining basic concepts findings and 
summary of all the segments is presented here in the concluding paragraphs as below: 
 
1. Social responsibility policy: 
All the companies do form SR policy as a part of their social practice. It is 
observed that all the companies under study irrespective of nifty and non nifty 
back around publishes their SR policy in one or the another medium. The t test 
results of the same shows that for group 2, 3, 4, 6 and 7 null hypothesis has 
been accepted and for group 5 the result is indifferent.  
 
2. Supply chain responsibility: 
Like earlier topic this topic is also divided into two segments i.e. (A) 
conceptual explanation and (B) statistical evaluation. The conceptual 
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understanding focuses on the sub topics like the era of social and 
environmental accountability, new approaches to supply chain responsibility, 
adopting an approach, implementation and embedding them into business 
practice. 
The statistical evaluation shows that for group 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7 null hypothesis 
has been accepted. 
 
3. Stake holder involvement: 
It is a burning question that how many and how for stake holders be involved 
in social responsibility related issues of the company this topic has got several 
sub topics like a moral case or a business case? Corporate responsibility in 
practice, working with stakeholders, standards and guidance, and comment on 
its uses. 
Statistical evaluation of the topic reveals that for all six different groups tested 
null hypothesis has been accepted for them all. 
 
4. Conceptual Understanding and Evaluation -  transparency and reporting: 
It is a major issue as it does provide an opportunity to the company to 
communicate more appropriately with the stakeholders money & times it is 
commented that companies publish only colourful facts and hide bitter facts 
these may detoriate the image of the company. The topics included for 
explanation in this segment are a bigger splash. The medium is the message, 
anyone for stakeholder dialogue? 
The statistical evaluation and the testing of the segment shows that for all six 
groups null hypothesis has been accepted as calculated values are being lesser 
that the critical value. 
 
5. Independent verification: 
The focus of this segment is on questions like (a) does your company 
independently verifies compliance with code of conduct or business 
principles? (b) Does your company have formal complaint verification, 
monitoring and handling system for SR practices? 
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These questions have been statically evaluated and the t test results shows that 
for groups 2, 3, 4, 5 and 7 null hypothesis has been accepted and for group 6 
alternate hypothesis has been accepted. 
 
CHAPTER – 5 AN EVALUATION OF SOCIAL ASPECT OF SOCIAL 
RESPONSIBILITY PRACTICES 
 
It is said that society is the group of clusters of human who follows the social 
norms and facilitates the exchanges employee, consumers and social citizens are 
common groups identified for the studies. The over all chapters is being segmented in 
for segments and each segment is further divided into two sub segments i.e. A and B. 
The segment A being the conceptual understanding and B being the statistical 
evaluation. The segment-by-segment summary and findings are presented over here in 
the concluding paragraphs: 
 
1. Human rights: 
There has been studies and comments by some renowned Indian authors like 
Ravindranath Tagore and Amartya Sen on various issues related to human 
rights the over all discussion has been explained in the light of statements. 
This segment includes questions like (a) does your company ensures and 
protects human rights? (b) Does your company have included the aspect of 
human rights in a code of conduct? 
The statistical evaluation of the aspect reveals that for all the groups calculated 
values of t is lower than critical value which means H0 is accepted for all 
groups. 
 
2. National sovereignty and local communities: 
This topic has been included because national activities and political parties 
often create hype about the issue. India having one bitter experience on being 
abused in the part by multinationals. It was interesting to know the responses 
of the managers with respect to the topic. Only one question was included in 
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it, which is. (a) Have your company taken any initiatives to ensure respect for 
the national sovereignty and local communities. 
 
The statistical evaluation shows that the mean scare of the responses is more 
than 3, which suggests greater importance given by managers for the issue. 
 
3. Labour and employees: 
This topic focuses on the most crucial aspect of the social responsibility. More 
often it is asked and inquired about the ability of the company to address 
labour related issues. In the age of automation now more and more companies 
are focusing on replacement of labour with technology this topic cover various 
sub topics like corporate social responsibility begins at home, changes in 
work, practices, corporate social responsibility and work force. The peripheral 
employee, managerial philosophies and changes to the law, friedmanite 
argument CSR and employment relations. 
 
The statistical evaluation of the topic shows that for the all groups of manager 
except group 6 the null hypothesis has been accepted. 
 
4. Consumer protection: 
It is observed during the study that it was a difficult task to provide the 
conceptual clarify on the consumer related issues. As these is thousand pages 
of literature is available the researcher decided to provide the understanding 
with the most recent topics on the issue. The sub topics discussed in the issue 
are introduction, the product as a focal point for corporate social responsibility 
strategy and government policy, extended producer responsibility and 
integrated product policy. 
 
The statistical evaluation of the topic shows that for all the groups of managers 
calculated value of t is lower than critical value which means null hypothesis 
has been accepted in all the cases. 
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CHAPTER 6 AN EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECT 
OF SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY PRACTICE 
 
The focus of the chapter 6 of the thesis is on the environment aspect. The whole 
chapter has been divided in to two parts 6 A. being conceptual and theoretical 
understanding and 6 B. being the statistical evaluation. At the beginning of the study 
it was found that there are studies on air, water and earth pollutions but separate 
segmentation in the questionnaire was not possible as there were service organizations 
under study too which may not involve these areas. A generalized form of questions 
was prepared which can reflect the organization policy. Various sub topics of the 
issues are organizational strategy and environment, manufacturing strategy and 
environment, product practice, control and measurement system, customer and 
supplier relationships, interventional relationship, marketing, manufacturing and the 
environment, accounting, finance manufacturing and the environment, human 
resources, manufacturing and environment, manufacturing information systems. 
These are the major area which were given due consideration while discussing 
environmental issues.  
 
The statistical evaluation of the chapter reveals the fact that for all the groups under 
study null hypothesis has been accepted  
 
CHAPTER 7 AN EVALUATION OF THE ECONOMIC ASPECT OF SOCIAL 
DEVELOPMENT OF SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY PRACTICES. 
Naturally there arises the question do all the companies make economic and financial 
contribution in the development of society. The question has a positive answer that 
they all pay taxes and those takes in turn are used for social development by 
government the next question is do they have and independent agenda separate from 
government? The answer again is positive as it highlights manager’s willingness in 
contribution for social issues. One old age theory and one modern theory of social 
development have been taken as the base for studying this concept. The old age 
theory being gandhian theory and modern theory being theory a Amartya Sen. 
However it was further found that these theories do not provide base for manage 
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economic practices as both are having social implications but not the policy 
implications in the economic matters of the corporations.  
 
The summery of the various segments included under study under chapter 7 has been 
presented in the following paragraphs.  
 
7.B.1. Contribution to social and community development and business practice. 
There were questions from 4 to 5 in this segment and like earlier chapters and 
segments this topic has been tested in separate groups. The T test results for all the 
groups shows that null hypothesis has been accepted for all the groups.  
 
7.B.2. Corruption: 
Corruption is treated as major hurdle for social development this group had two 
questions under study. The strategic evaluation of these groups shows that for all the 
groups under study HO. i.e. null hypothesis has been accepted.  
 
7.B.3 Fair competition: 
There were four questions included for the basic study and 7 groups have been under 
study out of them 6 groups has been tested for the t test and the results show that for 
all the groups null hypothesis has been accepted.  
 
7.B.4 Taxation: 
These questions were included with two aims, first are companies pay them regularly? 
and second do they have any complaint against existing tax system? but the responses 
showed that companies consider it as minor issue and statistical evaluation showed 
that for al the groups null hypothesis has been accepted.  
 
7.B.5 Science and technology: 
This topic will have greater importance in the future studies. Presently this topic is 
included in the research with the motive that. It can be treated as a comprehensive 
research. The statistical evaluation of the topic shows that companies have good 
practice in it.  
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SUGGESTIONS 
 
In the light of the difficulties in implementation, pointed out by managers, 
some suggestions are made to improve the effectiveness of social performance. 
 
1) To Government 
As managers have opined that government policies and controls are 
responsible for several hurdles on the way of industry’s social performance, 
Government has to make an attempt to 
 
 Eliminate corruption in the administrative machinery, 
 Make planning more realistic and achievement oriented, 
 Create harmony between public and private sectors, 
 Stabilize policies, and 
 Reduce the burden of laws and controls. 
In addition to these measures, it should assume responsibility for 
 Specifying areas in which consumer protection is necessary, 
 Legislating the extent of industry’s responsibility in reducing pollution, 
 Protecting small and minority enterprises by providing more subsidies and 
incentives, and 
 Creating necessary infrastructure in villages. 
2) To Top Management 
The two important prerequisites for successful formulation and 
implementation of nay programmes in business enterprises are the support of top 
management and motivational system. As such, top management should take 
responsibility for creating proper organizational climate for participation of 
executives in social responsibility programmes. 
 
3) To Trade Unions 
Managers have opined that ideological and methodological conflict between 
industry and trade unions is one of the constraints for social performance. Such 
conflicts are unavoidable but unions on their part and management on their side have 
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to realise the need for industrial harmony, productivity and prosperity. As such, union 
leaders have to strive for socially responsible trade unionism. 
 
4) To Other Organizations 
Managers are of the view that there is a lack of co-operation from other 
organizations interested in community development and welfare. As such, an isolated 
and independent approach will not result in effective performance; there is a need for 
coordinated effort. The need for co-operation is to be appreciated by all concerned 
organizations. 
 
5) To Public 
Managers are afraid that there is considerable disagreement among public as 
to what should be done by companies. As such, companies will be criticised, no 
matter what is attempted. These fears can be allayed if public become more organized 
and develop public consensus on an agenda of social problems and give their 
appreciation to what is achieved. 
 444 
APPENDIX - 1 – QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
  “An Evaluation of Social Responsibility Practices in Selected Corporate 
Units.” The study aims at making an in depth research of the social responsibility 
practices of selected Nifty and Non-Nifty companies. It encompasses both the areas 
what managers of these companies think? And how managers and company as a unit 
act in the same direction? For this purpose one questionnaire is made in two sections. 
Following are the two sections. Please read the instructions and fill the questionnaire 
to help in the research. 
 
SECTION I  -- What you think? 
 
This questionnaire aims at making an evaluation of attitude of top level and middle 
level managers about practicing social responsibility. This section includes three sets 
of questions. The first set aims at developing systematic information about attitude of 
managers towards accepting need for and rational of social responsibility. The second 
set aims at attitude of managers towards approach of practice and third set aims at 
attitude of managers towards implementation and practicing social responsibility. 
 
Guidelines for filling section I questionnaire 
1) The questionnaire consists of several questions under which view pints are 
listed out. Facing each viewpoint is a five point rating scale. The number 5 to 1 
indicate the degree of agreement importance as motioned below 
  
5 Strongly agree/very much important 
4 Agree/important 
3 Uncertain 
2 Disagree/unimportant 
1 Strongly disagree/very much unimportant. 
 
 You are requested to read viewpoint one by one and see how much you 
consider them agreeable/important. Establish your judgment by putting a cross (X) 
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work on a member against each view point taking care that no view point is left 
unmarked. 
 
Considering the nature of the research please answer all the questions. If you find any 
question having lesser relationship with you please answer that with you top of the 
mind answer. And further considering the nature you can hide your identity by not 
mentioning your name in the questionnaire however you must mention your position 
to facilitate the research. 
 
AN EVALUATION OF ATTITUDE OF MANAGERS ABOUT PRACTICING 
SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY 
Name of the Executive:     Position in the 
Designation:       Hierarchy: 
Name of the Company:     Top/Middle 
1 Do you accept that in the 21st century financial 
performance of the company is based on social, 
environmental and economic performance of the 
company? 
Yes No 
 
2 Do you subscribe to the viewpoint that industry has a 
dominant role, in shaping our society, into a socialistic 
society? 
Yes No 
 
3 Some of the criticisms leveled against industry are listed 
below. How far do you agree with them? 
 
 1 Dominate and control the national economy in self-
interest  
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 2 Buy support from political parties by making campaign 
contributions 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 3 Subvert and corrupt democratic government to serve 
their own interests. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 4 Are heavily subsidized by government franchise 
licenses, loan and contracts. 
5 4 3 2 1 
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 5 Seek only to maximize profit, with no regard to long 
run or side effects. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 6 Thrust heavy external cost on the public in pollution, 
noise and ugliness. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 7 Overproduce and prematurely exhaust natural 
resources, robbing future generations. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 8 Frustrate and prevent good urban and regional planning. 5 4 3 2 1 
 
 9 Impair the sense of community and the Quality life in 
society. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 10 Make decisions that are scientific and rationalistic 
rather than humanistic. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 11 Offer little psychological satisfaction to workers. 5 4 3 2 1 
 
 12 Have replaced corporate democracy with oligarchy. 5 4 3 2 1 
 
 13 Strive to maximize managerial interest, in power, 
security and prestige, rather than profitability. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 14 Impede the entry of new firms and stifle the growth of 
small enterprises. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 15 Conspire to raise prices and to suppress improved 
products. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 16 Being in seller’s market they do very little promote the 
interests of consumers. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 17 Distort the socio-cultural values of the host country and 
generate ill will abroad. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
4 Do you think that the public demand, for socially 
responsible behaviour by industry is on the increase? 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
5 What factors are responsible for the growing 
expectations for socially responsible behaviour by the 
industry? 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 1 Affluence of enterprise mangers and the widening gap 
between the standards of living between men in 
industrial sector and other sectors. 
5 4 3 2 1 
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 2 Exploitation of society’s resources without providing 
for adequate compensation to restore balance. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 3 Industry is the dominant institution next to the 
Government with talents and resources to promote 
economic development. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 4 Success of industry in providing economic goods and 
services to the society. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 5 Failure of government in fulfilling the promises for 
creating egalitarian society. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 6 Acceptance of social responsibility by some leading 
firms and their meaningful contribution in improving 
the conditions of poor. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
6 Do you think it necessary for contemporary mangers in 
industry to be more concerned about social 
responsibility? (Check (√ ) against one which you 
consider most appropriate) 
Yes No 
 
7 How important in your opinion are the following 
arguments in favors of social responsibility? 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 1 It is in the long-run self-interest of the company to get 
directly involved in social issues. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 2 Social action programmes create a favorable public 
image. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 3 Social action programmes will help preserve industry as 
a viable institution in society. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 4 Social action programmes help avoid more government 
regulation. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 5 Social expectations are high and if ignored will result in 
creation of public hostility towards industry. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 6 Solving social problems will help industry to acquire 
more power in society. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 7 Industry has necessary resources and talent to engage in 
social action programmes. 
5 4 3 2 1 
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 8 Involvement in social action programmes is a moral 
responsibility of industry. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 9 Involvement in social action programmes is merely 
respecting the fundamental doctrine of democratic 
socialistic society. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
8 How important in your opinion, are the following 
arguments against social responsibility? 
     
 1 Society expects business to maximize efficiency, 
production and profits. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 2 The involvement in social action programmes will drive 
marginal firms out of business. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 3 Getting involved in solving social problems merely 
dilutes the primary strength and purpose of industry. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 4 Company executives lack the perceptions, skill and 
patience necessary to solve societal problems. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 5 Industry has now more power without usurping social 
responsibility. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 6 Company executives are not accountable to the 
electorate as politicians are, and therefore they need not 
start trying transform the society. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 7 Since there is considerable disagreement among the 
public as to what should be done, companies will be 
criticized no matter what is attempted. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 8 Government by its directives and incentives indicating 
the areas of social action for industry and there is not 
need for industry to take extra initiative. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 9 Involvement in social action programmes without 
sufficient success in the economic front will tarnish the 
image of industry. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
9 To what extent do you agree with the following views on 
social areas of effort? 
     
 1 Society relief and Reconstruction       
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  a) Contributing to the society relief and rehabilitation 
is a moral obligation of every one in the society.  
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Donations are justified as long as they don’t strain 
enterprise working. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  c) Even those firms incurring losses should take part 
in the relief operation. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  d) Direct participation in rehabilitation is not 
necessary; support to service organizations will do. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 2 Internal Employee Service Programmes      
  a) Propagation of ideas like prohibition and family 
planning may invite wrath from some sections of 
employees 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Since the government is actively campaigning as 
well as providing incentives, company’s initiative 
is unnecessary 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  c) Companies should go far beyond the letter of law 
in providing safety working condition for the 
employees 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  d) Elaborate safety measures, even if made, cannot 
reduce accidents since many workers tend to be 
less responsive 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  e) Companies have to extend support to the growth of 
healthy trade unionism 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 3 Job Creation      
  a) Companies should hire senior unemployed persons 
and disadvantaged, even if it means loss of an 
opportunity to employ readily available skilled 
personnel 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Although the law guarantees equal employment 
opportunities to women, most companies do little 
to see it happen at middle and senior levels in the 
organisation. 
5 4 3 2 1 
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  c) Companies can assist self-employment agencies by 
providing training to the enthusiastic entrepreneurs. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 4 Encouraging Consumerism      
  a) Enterprises have to foster and promote consumer 
councils. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) It is the responsibility of Government to specify 
areas wherein consumer protection is necessary. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  c) It is people who should form into consumer 
associations and bring to the notice of 
manufacturers the adverse effects of company 
policies and products. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  d) The existing framework of legislation and 
institutional network (ISI etc.) is adequately 
protecting consumer; nothing further is needed in 
this direction. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 5 Support of Small and Minority Enterprises      
  a) Encouraging small and minority enterprises 
through placement of purchase orders is an 
obligation of companies. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Companies need not purchase from small and 
minority enterprises if economic considerations do 
not allow it. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  c) Government should take responsibility for 
protecting minority and small enterprises by 
providing subsidies and other incentive. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  d) Support through provision of technological and 
marketing know-how is the responsibility of the 
companies. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 6 Pollution Abatement      
  a) Pollution is not still a major social problem in our 
country. 
5 4 3 2 1 
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  b) Government should pass legislation to make clear 
the extent of Industry’s responsibility for reducing 
pollution. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  c) There should be heavy taxes on industrial activities 
and products that pollute the environment. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  d) Companies have an obligation to society to adopt 
effective anti-pollution equipment even when not 
legally required to do so. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 7 Natural Resource Conservation      
  a) Companies have to preserve and utilize natural 
resources with restraint and reasonableness, for the 
benefit of future generations.  
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Conservation measures by industry have to far been 
half-hearted response to the energy crisis.  
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 8 Society Improvement Programme      
  a) Few Companies in India have realized the need for 
taking up society improvement programmes 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Companies which have not made adequate profits 
need not feel the obligation for undertaking society 
improvement programmes. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  c) Companies have to provide financial support to 
various institutions in society that promote health, 
education, sports, culture, religion, arts, etc. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 9 Rural Development      
  a) Industry primarily responsible for the rapid 
urbanization that has created a severe imbalance 
between rural and urban areas. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Prosperous industrial sector cannot continue to 
grow and remain prosperous while vast rural areas 
remain backward. Industry has therefore, to correct 
the imbalance. 
5 4 3 2 1 
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  c) Rural upliftment by industry is more a rhetoric than 
a practice. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  d) Involvement by companies in many cases is 
confined to nearby areas and such programmes 
which benefit ultimately the companies. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  e) Until Government creates the necessary 
infrastructure for the villages, companies cannot 
play a significant role in rural development. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  f) From industry print of rural development is not 
construction roads and buildings, provision of 
drinking water facilities etc., but generation of 
employment through establishment of small viable 
economic units.    
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  g) Industry is more capable than government by its 
technology and management know-how in 
promoting rural development. As such major 
companies have to adopt villages to provide all 
round improvement. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  h) Rural development at present is unprofitable. If 
companies divert most of their profits to it, they 
will go bankrupt. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 10 Foreign Investment      
  a) Major companies have to establish companies in 
less developed countries with a view to help 
accelerate their economic development. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Major companies have to supply only technological 
and managerial know how to less developed 
countries as financial resources are scarce in our 
own country. 
5 4 3 2 1 
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  c) Companies which have set up organisation or made 
investment in foreign countries have to pay proper 
regard to the interests, values, beliefs and faiths of 
the people in the host country. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
10 What outside hurdles do you find, in general, for industry 
in actively involving in the social action programmes? 
     
 1 Ideological and methodological conflicts between the 
Industry and Trade Unions. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 2 The deliberate creation of hostile anti-business climate 
by organized political groups with selfish interest. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 3 Unrealistic planning causing disharmony between 
public sectors. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 4 Promulgation of unwieldy controls and unworkable 
laws. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 5 Prohibitive and frequently changing taxation policies. 5 4 3 2 1 
 
 6 Corruption in the administrative machinery of 
Government. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 7 Instability and frequent changes in trade policies, 
licensing policies, export and import policies 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 8 Violent and disruptive activities of political parties and 
the high frequency of agitations. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 9 Lack of co-operation from the organizations concerned 
with the social area of effort. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 10 Inadequacy of subsidies and incentives offered by 
Government. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
11 What inside obstacles do you find, in general, for a 
company in actively involving in social action 
programmes? 
     
 1 Most managers are simply too busy to worry about 
social objectives. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 2 Social programmes adversely affect the profit 
performance. 
5 4 3 2 1 
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 3 Social action programmes are problematic because the 
cost can be measured but benefits cannot be accurately 
known. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 4 Designing social action programmes is difficult as 
perceptions of priorities vary from manager to manager 
and also among public. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 5 Social action programmes will not be interesting to the 
managers unless there exists rewards penalty system in 
relation to it. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 6 In times of adversity, companies are compelled to cut 
back on social action policies. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 7 Top management attitude may not be encouraging 
when adopt an ad hoc approach rather than permanent 
approach. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 8 The response from the beneficiaries may be poor and 
discouraging. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
12 Which of the following means is most appropriate for 
obtaining results in the identified areas of social effort? 
Please check ( √ ) your answer in the space with in the 
brackets. 
     
 1 Appointment of individual executives  (   )  
 2 A temporary task force of executives  (   )  
 3 A permanent committee of executives  (   )  
 4 A permanent department  (   )  
 5 Other arrangements (if any, specify)  (   )  
 
N.B. Please attach any useful information about social responsibility practice of your 
company along with this questionnaire. 
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SECTION II  -- How you and your company act? 
 
 This section of questionnaire aims at making an evaluation of social 
responsibility practice of the company itself. For this purpose the over all social 
responsibility practice is divided in to four groups namely operational, social, 
environmental and economic practice of the company. These groups are further 
divided in to sub groups as per need and requirement. 
 
Guidelines for filling section II of questionnaire: - 
 The questionnaire includes close-ended questions. Facing each question there 
is Yes=9, No=8 and Five point evaluation scale. The number 5 to 1 indicates as 
mentioned below. 
 
5 Best practice 
4 Better practice 
3 Good practice 
2 Poor practice 
1 Very poor practice 
 
If your answer is positive evaluate the company for the topic mentioned in the 
questions by putting a cross (X) mark on the basis of practice on a number. Please do 
not leave any question unanswered considering the nature of the research. If you find 
a question having lesser relations with your company please answer the question with 
your top of the mind answer. However if you find it suitable then you can hide your 
identity by not mentioning your name but you should mention your position in the 
hierarchy. 
  
AN EVALUATION OF SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY PRACTICE OF 
COMPANY  
Name of the Executive:     Position in the 
Designation:       Hierarchy: 
Name of the Company:     Top/Middle 
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  9 8 Evaluation 
 
1 QUESTIONS RELATED TO OPERATIONAL ASPECT OF SOCIAL  
RESPONSIBILITHY PRACTICES 
 1.1 Development of SR policy 
  a) Does your company have separate code of 
conduct? How far it depicts social 
responsibility aspects? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Does your company’s SR policy reflect its 
concentration on Triple P i.e., People, Planet 
and Profit? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
 1.2 Supply chain responsibility 
  a) Does your company pay enough attention to 
the legitimate requirements of supply chain 
member? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Does your company keep check on the social, 
environmental and economic responsibilities 
of supply chain members? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  c) Does your company promote SR awareness 
among supply chain members? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  d) Does your company include SR standards into 
contract itself? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
 1.3 Stake holder involvement  
  a) Does your company involve stakeholders in 
development of SR policy? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Does your company community with 
stakeholders on its SR practices? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  c) “Employees are mirror of stakeholder 
expectations.” Does your company involve 
employees actively in executing various SR 
projects? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
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  d) Does your company identify and support NGO 
activities in SR? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  e) Does your company respect various govt. 
norms and involve various government 
institutions in executing various social 
programs? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
 1.4 Transparency and Reporting   
  a) Is your company transparent on its business 
action and SR policies? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Does your company prepare separate 
sustainability report and present the same via 
suitable media? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
 1.5 Independent verifications  
  a) Does your company independently verify 
compliance with code a conduct or business 
principles? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Does your company have formal complaint 
verification, monitoring and handling system 
far SR practices? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
2 QUESTIONS RELATED TO SOCIAL ASPECT OF 
SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY PRACTICES 
 
 2.1 Human rights  
  a) Does your company ensure and protect human 
rights? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Does your company have included the aspect 
of human rights in a code of conduct? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
 2.2 National sovereignty and local communities   
  a) Have your company taken any initiatives to 
ensure respect far the national sovereignty and 
local communities? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
 2.3 Labour and employees  
  a) Does your company provide for freedom of 
association and right to collective bargaining? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
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  b) Does your company have taken any steps to 
prevent the use of child labour? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  c) Does your company in any way contribute to 
the abolition of child labour? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  d) Does your company discriminate with respect 
to employment and occupation? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  e) Does your company provide for security of 
employment? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  f) Does your company ensure a living wage?   5 4 3 2 1 
 
  g) Does your company ensure occupational health 
and safety? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  h) Does your company respect maximum No. of 
working hours? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  i) Does your company provide suitable training?   5 4 3 2 1 
 
  j) Does your company guarantee handling of 
complaints? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  k) Does your company provide timely 
information reorganization and the right to 
collective discharge and redundancy schemes?  
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  l) Have your company any time used threat to 
transfer the operations of the company to other 
countries as a means far influencing the 
negotiating with trade unions and employees? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  m) Does your company use double standards?   5 4 3 2 1 
 
  n) Does your company employ and train local 
staff as much as possible? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  o) Does your company enable worker 
representation to negotiate and confer with 
decision makers? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
 2.4 Consumer protection  
  a) Does your company always bridge demand 
supply gap right in time? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
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  b) Does your company ensure right to safety with 
respect to 
  5 4 3 2 1 
  5 4 3 2 1 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
   (a) Physical safety?  
   (b) Safety and quality of consumer goods & 
services? 
 
   (c) Food water & pharmaceuticals?  
  c) Does your company provide the right to 
information 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  d) Does your company provide right to choice in 
the market place? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  e) Does your company ensure right to be heard?   5 4 3 2 1 
 
  f) Does your company provide right to obtain 
redress? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  g) Does your company respect the right to 
consumer education? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  h) Does your company promote sustainable 
consumption? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  i) Does your company respect the right to 
privacy?  
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
3 QUESTIONS RELATED TO 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECT OF SOCIAL 
RESPONSIBILITY PRACTICES 
 
  a) Does your company respect the principle of 
preventive action? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Does your company support a precautionary 
approach to environmental challenges?  
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  c) Does your company rectify environmental 
damages as a priority at source? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  d) Does your company respect the principle that 
the polluter bears the environmental costs?  
  5 4 3 2 1 
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  e) Does your company take necessary steps to 
promote greater environmental responsibility? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  f) Does your company encourage the 
development and diffusion of environmentally 
friendly technologies? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  g) Does your company contribute to the 
prevention of bio diversity? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  h) Does your company take necessary step to 
reduce energy use? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  i) Does your company if necessary, limit or alter 
material use? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  j) Does your company take necessary steps to 
reduce water use? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  k) Does your company take necessary steps to 
limit emission? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  l) Does your company reduce water?   5 4 3 2 1 
 
4 QUESTION RELATED TO ECONOMIC ASPECT FOR 
SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT OF SOCIAL 
RESPONSIBILITY PRACTICES  
 
 4.1 Contribution to Social and community 
development and business practice 
 
  a) Does your company contribute to equal access 
to health facilities? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Does your company contributes to access to 
basic food, housing, sanitation and sufficient 
safe drinking water? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  c) Does your company contribute to education 
and access to information with respect to 
essential health problems in the community? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
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  d) Does your company promote respect for other 
socio-economic rights, like the right to work, 
social security, maternity leave, to take part in 
cultural life? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  e) Does your company give donations to 
community causes? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  f) Does your company give donations to 
charities? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  g) Does your company sponsor community 
event? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  h) Does your company support art?   5 4 3 2 1 
 
  i) Does your company work with local schools, 
college, and universities? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  j) Does your company support employee 
involvement with community causes? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  k) Does your company support lobbying for 
particular cause? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  l) Does your company engage itself in cause 
related marketing? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  m) Does your company encourage skill 
development among employees? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  n) Does your company invest in deprived area?   5 4 3 2 1 
 
  o) Does your company engage people 
traditionally excluded from labour market? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  p) Does your company engage in ethical 
purchasing? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  q) Does your company engage in ethical 
investment? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  r) Does your company benchmark social, ethical 
& environmental responsibility against other 
organisation? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
 462 
  s) Does your company share best practice on 
social, ethical or environmental responsibility 
with other organizations? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
 4.2 Corruption  
  a) Does your company respect the principle of 
not to give bribe to public officials or 
employees of business partners? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Does your company respect the principal of 
not to demand bribe to obtain or retain 
business or other improper advantage? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
 4.3 Fair competition  
  a) Does your company take measures to prevent 
collusion (unfair practice)? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Does your company respect far intellectual 
property of competitors? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  c) Does your company deal with the complaints 
about competition limiting agreement 
seriously? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
  d) Does your company take measures to prevent 
unfair influencing of government officials or 
agents? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
 4.4 Taxation  
  a) Does your company pay taxes regularly?   5 4 3 2 1 
 
  b) Does your company contribute to public 
finance in addition to tax?  
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
 4.5 Science & Technology  
  a) Does your company transfer science & 
technology in order to contribute to the 
development of local and national innovative 
capacity? 
  5 4 3 2 1 
 
 
N.B. Please attach any useful information about social responsibility practice of your 
company along with this questionnaire. 
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APPENDIX – 2 – COMPANIES UNDER 
RESEARCH 
 
Nifty Companies (Top Managers) 
1. Asian Paints India Ltd. 
2. Associated Cement Co. Ltd. 
3. Bajaj Auto Ltd. 
4. Castrol India Ltd. 
5. Cipla Ltd. 
6. Glaxo Smithkline Pharmaceuticals Ltd. 
7. Gujarat Ambuja Cement Ltd. 
8. Hero Honda Moters Ltd. 
9. Hindustan Lever Ltd. 
10. Indian Hotel Co. Ltd. 
11. Indian Petrochemicals Corporation Ltd. 
12. ITC Ltd. 
13. Reliance Industries Ltd. 
14. Sun Pharmaceuticals Industries Ltd. 
15. Tata Chemicals Ltd. 
 
Nifty Companies (Middle Managers) 
1. Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 
2. Britannia Industries Ltd. 
3. Colgate Palmolive India Ltd. 
4. Dabur India Ltd. 
5. Dr. Reddy’s Laboratories Ltd. 
6. HDFC Bank Ltd. 
7. Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 
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8. ICICI Bank Ltd. 
9. Larsen And Toubro Ltd. 
10. Mahanagar Telephone Nigam Ltd. 
11. Nestle India Ltd. 
12. NIIT Ltd. 
13. Oriental Bank Of Commerce 
14. Ranbaxy Laboratories Ltd. 
15. State Bank of India Ltd. 
16. Tata Iron And Steel Co. Ltd. 
17. Wipro Ltd. 
 
Non Nifty Companies (Top Managers) 
1. Arvind Mills 
2. ABB 
3. Bharti Tele 
4. Cadila Health 
5. Exide Industries 
6. GNFC 
7. Gujarat Ambuja Cement 
8. Gujarat Mineral 
9. Indian Rayon 
10. IPCL 
11. Jindal Steel 
12. Lupin 
13. Maruti Udhyog 
14. Nirma Ltd. 
15. Satyam Computers Ltd. 
16. Tata Tea Ltd. 
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Non-Nifty Companies (Middle Managers) 
1. Adani Exports Ltd. 
2. Bank Of Baroda 
3. Bombay Dying Ltd. 
4. Century Enka Ltd. 
5. ESSAR Oil Ltd. 
6. Gillette Ltd. 
7. Godrej Consumers Ltd. 
8. Gujarat Gas Co. Ltd. 
9. Gujarat Industrial Power Ltd. 
10. HCL Infosystem Ltd. 
11. M & M Ltd. 
12. ONGC 
13. P & G Hygine Ltd. 
14. SAIL 
15. Welspun Gujarat Ltd. 
16. Wockhard Ltd. 
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